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INTRODUCTION
"In a message to Congress last winter. President Nixon
called tor a national commitment to provide all American
children an opportunity for healthful and stimulating devel-
opment during the first five years of life.'
Educators throughout the country share the President's
concern for the early years of childhood. There is increas-ing evidence that the first years of life may be the mostimportant of all in mental and emotional as well as physicaldevelopment. One eminent researcher believes that the' aver-
age child has developed 50 per cent of his adult intelligence
by the age of four.
"During his first five years, the normal child has an
unbounded curiosity and a spontaneous desire to learn. His
mind is receptive and absorbent, and he is probably more
responsive to his environment than he will ever be again.
"Preschool education, in its broadest sense, is simply
the creation of an environment in which young children can
fully develop their extraordinary capacities." (Allen, 1969,
p. 1)
However noble and idealistic the above may sound, the road to the
implementation of the goal will be full of detours, obstacles, and frus-
trations because it involves the most precious years of a child's life.
If opportunities are to be provided to all preschool children for
full growth and development, parent and public support will be vital;
however, the increased interest in and demand for children's services
has been mixed, expectant, confused, impatient and contradictory."
(Rowe, 1972, p. 1-5)
In addition, the Massachusetts Early Education Project revealed
great concern about present socialization patterns:
"It is our judgement that at this point in time most
Americans are unready to accept the full consequences of the
socialization patterns we have allowed to develop in recent
decades
. . .
xi i I
If the current trend persists, if the institutions of
our society continue to remove parents ... from active partici-pation m the lives of children, and if the resulting vacuum
is filled by age-segregated peer group, we can anticipate
increased alienation, indifference, antagonism and violence
on the part of the younger generation in all segments of our
society..." ( 2- 30 )
Therefore, this research study will focus some attention on the
families of preschoolers by examining selected family characteristics
which would seem to be factors in influencing their decisions
—
positively
or negatively about preschool education and programs.
Only when there is more knowledge about the families to be served
will society be able to use wisdom, care, and understanding in deciding
the future and focus of the preschool years for the children in our land.
*
xiv
1CHAPTER I
BACKGROUND
The 1970 White House Conference on Children, which involved over
3,500 specialists representing all of the disciplines concerned with
children, ranked the following overriding concern as number one in its
list of sixteen:
Comprehensive family—or iented child development programs
including health services, day care and early childhood
education." (White House Conference, 1970, p. 423)
Considering the representation of the participants, it certainly
indicates that the preschool years are deemed a vital national priority
and that there will be increased emphasis on preschool child development
in the years ahead.
The Future of Learning panel focused on the overall problem:
"Especially needed are well-developed models of early learning.
We know now that the first five years of life largely determine
the characteristics of the young adult. And yet, we fail these
years shamefully either through neglect; or through narrow,
thoughtless, shaping; or through erratic shifts from too little
to too much concern." (White House Conference, 1970, p. 82)
According to the forum's report, "two successive governments have
promised and failed to deliver on a vast effort for expansion and im-
provement in the education of young children." (White House Conference,
*
1970, p. 82)
Clearly, there is a national effort and national attention being
devoted to early childhood education-—however successful or unsuccess-
ful—which is a reflection of the forces of society concerned with
children. But in order to understand the present situation, it will
2be necessary and helpful to view the past.
Past History
European . Early childhood education is certainly not new. As early
as 400 B.C., Plato, the great philosopher, thought that the rearing and
education of children was too important a function to be carried out by
"mere amateur parents." (Hechinger, 1966, p. 43) But it was Johann
Comenius (1592-1670), a Moravian bishop, who outlined a curriculum for
a school of infancy in conjunction with the home (Comenius, 1956, p. 46).
It was not until 1774 that the first school for young children be-
came a reality. Jean Oberlin started the school in Walbach, France, and
its purpose was for the health and religious training of children. Al-
though the curriculum was an improvement in meeting the needs of children
as seen at that time, "developing the child took precedence over allowing
the child to develop." (Wills, 1951, p. 61)
Methodology, which had received scant attention up to this time, was
finally highlighted through the work of Johann H. Pestalozzi (1746-1827).
He viewed the child as a "unity" made of moral, physical and intellectual
power—all of which could be developed through formal education (Atkinson
& Maleska
,
1962, p. 720).
Soon after, Robert Owen (1771-1858), an English mill owner, started
an infant school where children were enrolled as young as three. His
purpose was to develop a program emphasizing health and physical training
rather than books. His words of 150 years ago are almost the same ones
heard today:
3The object is no less than to remove gross ignorance and
extreme poverty, with their attendant misery, from your
population; and to make it rational, well-disposed, and
well-behaved." (Bradburn, 1966, p. 58)
In Prussia, the Minister of Education and Medicine advised all com-
munities m 1830 to establish Klein-Kinderschulen to protect the child's
health (-Complete Book of Mothercraft
, 1953, p. 507). This was an out-
growth of the Infant Schools started by Princess Lippe-Detmold in 1802
in Detmold, Germany. Her purpose was to have an institution for the
children of working mothers.
Nursery schools and day care centers flourished in Europe through
the remainder of the 1800' s, but they did not take hold in England until
the 20th Century. In the Education Act of 1944, the nursery school be-
came part of the educational system of England and Wales.
Even Russia has shown concern for preschoolers. They have estab-
lished an Institute of Preschool Education in their Academy of Pedagog-
ical Sciences. The year 1965 was set as the time when preschool educa-
tion would be available to all children; but recent estimates suggest
that only 25% of the children are enrolled.
The growth and development of preschool programs in Europe, England
and Russia have followed similar basic philosophies. The nursery schools
and day care centers evolved out of the concern for children'^ health and
physical development with minimal attention to affective or cognitive
development
.
United States . Nursery schools had a late and slow start in Amer-
ica. Available records, according to one text, show that only three
nursery schools were in existence in 1920 (National Society for the
4Study of Education, 1947, p. 44). However, statistical information is
dependent upon the classification and definition of what is meant by
prekindergarten centers.
Day nurseries—distinguished from nursery schools—were open as
early as 1854 through a charter granted to the Nursery for the Children
of Poor Women in New York City. The purpose of the school was "the day
care of children who remain part of the family unit but who for social
and economic reasons cannot receive optimum parental care." (American
Educational Research Association, 1960, p. 387) These are familiar
words today.
By 1914, there were 96 nurseries in New York City alone and this
was the trend in other large cities.
The years of World War I saw the emergence of nursery schools under
laboratory conditions associated with institutions such as Yale, Colum-
bia and the University of Chicago. These were the result of the devel-
opment of child psychology.
However, nursery schools were developing after the war years because
of sponsorship by many different private groups and organizations rather
than governmental agencies.
The kindergarten movement, as distinguished from the nursery pro-
h
grams, had a much earlier start in America. In fact, the first seeds of
this movement were planted even before Frederick Froebel's attempts in
Europe (he is considered to be the father of the kindergarten movement).
In March, 1828, Rev. Thomas H. Gallaudet, principal of the American
Asylum for Deaf Mutes in Hartford, Connecticut, wrote a letter to a
5friend in Boston which said in parte
1 have thought, for a long time, that the attention of the
P
f
by n° means efficiently directed to the education
o children and youth in its earliest stages. I mean betweenthe ages of three and eight.
. .
. Will not most Christianparents admit, that, to say the least, the education of their
c lldren till the age of six or seven years is conducted in
a very loose and desultory way?" (Barnard, 1881, p. 530)
The late 1800’s saw the establishment of private kindergartens,
charity kindergartens (developed to help the poor), and one called the
Workingman's School and Free Kindergarten started by Prof. Felix Adler
whose words are an echo of today!
A pauper class is beginning to grow up among us, incapable
of permanently lifting themselves to better conditions by
their own exertions, incapable of obtaining the satisfac-
tions of their most natural desires, and only rendered the
more dangerous and furious by the sense of equality with
all others, with which our political institutions have
inspired them
. . . and of all the possible measures of
prevention is a suitable sense of education assuredly the
most promising." (Barnard, 1881, p. 691)
The emphasis in America, as in Europe, was concerned primarily with
the health and physical well-being of the child.
Federal involvement and efforts
. It was not until 1934 that the
federal government began to play a part in preschool programs. Nursery
schools were established during the 1930's to protect the health and
education of children whose families were on relief. Under the Federal
«»
Emergency Relief Administration, 1,665 such nursery schools enrolling
over 50,000 children were started in less than two years.
As the depression grew less severe, the nursery schools decreased
In number. But World War II provided another impetus for nursery schools
and day care centers. The Lanham Act provided funds to local school dis-
6Cricts to start nursery program., and by 1945 there were 2,000 Lanham
schools enrolling 70,000 children.
During these war years several legislative attempts were made
through the Pepper Bill, the Thomas Bill and the Doyle Bill to provide
funds for kindergarten programs, but all failed. With the termination
of the Federal Works Administration in 1946, no more federal funds were
allotted for kindergarten programs.
The next attempt by the federal government to provide support for
preschoolers came as a result of the War on Poverty in 1965. During that
summer, Head Start programs were begun for disadvantaged children. Up
until 1971, about two and one-half million youngsters were helped in
summer programs and full-time programs.
Legislative attempts have been made recently to provide massive aid
for the development of child care centers and services, with over 100
bills introduced to this end. The most popular proved to be the Compre-
hensive Child Development Act, which was passed by Congress in 1971 but
vetoed by the President. Under its provision, "Children from any eco-
nomic level could participate, and the Office of Child Development would
administer and coordinate the early childhood programs which were pro-
posed." (Education Commission of the States, 1971, p. 79)
Another bill, the Universal Child Care and Development Act of 1971,
proposed public institutions called Child Service Districts to provide
infant care, comprehensive preschool programs, day care and night care
services .
"
Although none have become law, the trend is certainly to provide
7preschool services to all children. In fact, the Brookings Institution
study included cost estimates for "operating a free public preschool
program tor all three and four year olds at federal expense." (p. 252)
It should also be realised that right now there are over 300 federal
programs for young children administered by 18 separate agencies. The
power and influence of these agencies is awesome and has far-reaching
implications tor not only future legislation, but for expansion of
existing programs.
The San_Jrancis c_o Chronicle
, on April 15, 1970, quoted the late
James E. Allen, then U.S. Commissioner of Education, as proposing the
following model:
• . . Children would be brought by their parents to
a central diagnostic center at age two and one half where
they would be given physical and educational examinations
to determine their individual needs.
The purpose of the center would be to find out every-
thing possible about the child and his background that would
be useful in planning an individualized learning program for
him.
This information would be fed into a central computer,
analyzed and transmitted to a team of professionals whose
job it would be to write a detailed prescription for the
child and, if necessary, for the home and family as well.
"The prescriptions for the child would be filled by the
Board of Education and the City Health Department or family
doctor. Those for the family would be filled by whatever
agency in the community has jurisdiction over the services"
needed
.
".
. . Continuing evaluations would be made every few
weeks until the child was six . . . every child
,
from two
and one half to six, would spend part of his time in a Good
Start Center
,
evaluations would be conducted by progress
evaluation teams, again aided by the child's permanent
computerized record. ..."
8Another agency, the Office of Child Development, headed by Dr.
Edward P. Ziegler, is also proposing far-reaching actions for preschool-
eis; and, it is his office which has been designated as "The Nation's
Advocate for All Children."
This is what he believes, according to the December 24, 1970 issue
of The Wandere r:
Ziegler sees the new concept of government day-care
centers developing into programs for all children between
the ages of one and six.
"He also mentioned the development of parent-child
centers for children under two and a half and the beginning
of a Home Start Frogram, with agency workers going into the
homes."
State involvement and efforts
. The first state effort to provide
free kindergarten programs was in Missouri in 1873. Yet, today only
eight states and Guam mandate kindergarten (this includes three states
which will phase in the mandatory requirements through 1973); and at
least 37 have adopted legislation permitting them. Thirty-eight of the
states make some form of state aid available for kindergartens, and six
provide some funding for prekindergarten programs (Education Commission
of the States, 1971, p. 13).
The Board of Regents of the State of New York has probably taken
the most significant lead by suggesting that all children benefit from
%
education in the early years. "It proposes that long-range planning in
the state of New York include free public education for all three and
four year olds whose parents wish them to attend." (Weber, 1970, p. 1)
The real effort of the states, however, is now centered in their
Education Commission of the States. After a study by a 24-member task
9force on early childhood education in 1970-71, the following
tions were made:
A statewide, publicly supported early education effort
recommend
should be
a-
based on the following minimum objectives.
1. To develop ways to reach the families of young children and
to strengthen their capacity for parenting.
2. To involve parents in the formal education of their children
directly and through the decision-making process.
-o provide for tne health, safety and psychological needs of
young children.
4. To start the education process that will contribute to the
development of individuals who will be able to solve a vari-
ety of problems and will be willing to try to solve them.
5. To lay a foundation for improvements that should take place
In the early years of schooling to make it more responsive to
the needs of children. (Education Commission of the States,
1971
,
p. 5 )
Whether parents will have any real choice or voice in these programs
is most questionable. In California, Superintendent of Public Instruc-
tion Wilson Riles proposed a plan last year (1971) to start all of Cali-
fornia s four year olds (four and one-half million public school children)
a year oefore kindergarten. This was recommended to him by a professional
task force on early childhood education.
"We believe it is essential that California establish at
once a broadly based education program that extends at least
one year below the system now in existence..." (p. 613 Phi
Delta Kappan)
10
However
attendance
.
the plan does not lower the legal age of six for required
Both the kindergarten now and the proposal are optional with
parents
.
Yet, "while most Americans seem to support increased government
services,
... some are concerned about the trend toward a weakening of
the family structure and an apparent tendency for the government to move
steadily into the private lives of individuals and families." ' (1-8)
Organizationa l involvement and efforts
. The first major profession-
al focus on early childhood education was the establishment of a Kinder-
garten Department in the National Education Association in 1874. They
recommended, at the turn of the century, that kindergartens should be a
part of the public school system.
The Mid-Century White House Conference on Children and Youth in 1950
lecommended "that as a desirable supplement to home life, nursery schools
and kindergartens, provided they meet high professional standards, be
included as part of public educational opportunity for all children."
(American Educational Research Association, 1960, p. 418)
There have been many statements from a variety of organizations
supporting publicly supported kindergartens, day care centers and nursery
schools. However, the statement made by the Educational Policies Com-
mission in 1966
,
in its document Universal Opportunity for E^rly Child-
hood Education
,
is noteworthy:
"The development of intellectual ability and of intellectual
interest is fundamental to the achievement of all the goals
of American education. Yet these qualities are greatly af-
fected by what happens to children before they reach school.
A growing body of research and experience demonstrates that
by the age of six most children have already developed a
11
considerable part of the intellectual ability they willpossess as adults. Six is new generally accepted^ thenormal age of entrance to school. We believe this prac-tice is obsolete. All children should have the oppor-
unity to go^to school at public expense beginning at theage of four. (Evans, 1971, p. 3)
All of the recommendations and reports are very consistent-all
children are to be cared for during the preschool years and no credible
mention is made of the wishes or desires of parents.
The fact is that legislation is being proposed amounting to billions
ol dollars before the. needs of the parents have been properly assessed.
For example, the MEEP study indicates that the parents surveyed desire
home care in preference to center care and that half of the care needed
occurs outside the normal hours of 9:00 to 5:00. The research does not
leveal any proposals taking such considerations into account.
These efforts to provide preschool programs and services, however,
do not occur in any vacuum; they are a result of propelling forces in the
society which are sparking this most definitive trend.
Motivational Forces and Factors
In looking back at the history of preschool education in both Europe
and America, the impetus has not been the result of good times; instead,
early childhood education has developed from wars, depressions, religious
strife, industrial-technical upheavals and social conscience.
Such is not the case today! Probably the single most important
reason for the renewed interest is that more research is revealing that
the first five years of life are critical to the years which follow.
12
Research. Dr. Sandra Brown estimates that "just about 80% of all
research in early childhood development, as the pedagogues put it, has
been done in the last ten years."
Among some of the more noteworthy studies are those of Dr. Benjamin
Bloom (1964), Jerome McVicker Hunt (1961), and Jean Piaget (1969). All
agree on one basic assumption, which is that intelligence, is not fixed
and that the environment and stimulation of the first five years are
critical forces in the development of one's future potential.
William Fowler, analyzing the preschool research, concluded that
'the potential of the preschool years for cognitive education may be
employed much more advantageously than it has in the past . . . and early
learning is assumed to facilitate positively that which occurs later."
(Evans, 1971, p. 2)
However, as Annie Bulter points out, "one would have to state un-
equivocally that research on the value of early childhood education is
very inconclusive; that if one must always have predictable outcomes of
a program in order to accept it as worthwhile, we do not as yet have
such evidence." (Rowe, 1972, p. 4-18)
War on Poverty . The real stimulation, however, was probably due to
the War on Poverty, which concentrated attention on the disadvantaged
child. To say that these children were doomed to a fate of constant
educational degradation and failure was simply no longer thinkable, for
it would mean that there was no real hope for them. This produced the
Head Start program which focused attention on the preschool years not.
only for the disadvantaged, but indirectly for all children.
The Education Commission of the States summed up this problem
13
realistically:
’’But, perhaps three-fifths of the population have incomes
sJ^t
e
and
8
1
° pr6Vent
^
heir children from attending HeadStar yet cannot afford private programs. They are
rsenchanted with the concentrated expenditure of theirtax dollars on the disadvantaged, and they are demanding
P reschools and kindergartens for their children."
p • 12)
Family mobi lity. Each year, one family in five moves to a new resi
dence. For many families, this means they no longer are close to imme-
diate families or relatives who could care for their children. This is
one explanation as to why preschool enrollments are highest in the far
west where the greatest mobility movement has been experienced.
forking mothers
. The increase in working mothers also seems to be
another factor. It is estimated that about five million mothers or 30%
are working who have children under the age of five. Only 6% of these
children are estimated to be in a day care center. The rest are left
with other children, neighbors, relatives and immediate families—all
are custodial in nature.
'Furthermore, the forces which lead parents of young
children to enter the labor force... are not likely to be
reversed ... their effects upon the need for child care are
likely to be permanent." (Rowe, 1972, p. 1-3)
Business involvement
. One of the most interesting aspects of the
early childhood education movement is the effort of big business corpo-
rations to get involved. Thirty-eight have established a variety of
preschool centers and services through company ownership or franchises
and even on a contract basis to public and private institutions.
Television . TV has certainly been active in stimulating interest in
preschool education; this was seen most forcefully through the Sesame
Street, weekly program geared for preschoolers. It was an effort to
14
provide school readiness skills and received much acclaim for its impact
and influence on this age group.
Women's Liberation Movement
_
The "Lib" movement is demanding "Uni-
versal, free, 24-hour day care" available for all children and their po-
litical, social and economic influence is being felt. However, it is im-
portant to point out that this demand is to "ease a mother's burden"
rather than benefit the children." (Howe, 1972, p. 52)
Chi ld-centered concerns.
_
But perhaps one of the more important fac-
tors for program support is as follows:
o the extent that an educational program for young chil-
ren contributes to their success as students and citizens, it
wi 1 significantly reduce subsequent remedial, counseling and
even penal and welfare costs. There are no definitive statis-tics on how much a state might save in the long term by invest-ing in early childhood education. And there is not yet enough
experience to analyze precisely the relationship of early
training to prevention of later problems.
But it is clear that a relationship exists. Failure in
the initial years of formal education can be closely tied to
the high percentage of dropouts in the public schools. It
costs approximately twice as much to retain a child in a men-
tally retarded or remedial classroom as in the regular class-
room." (Education Commission of the States, 1971, pp . 13-14)
Thus a variety of forces are at work in the society which are fuel-
ing the push for more programs and services for the child under five; and,
if anything, these same forces will be accelerating their efforts in the
future
.
It should be plain that the demand for child care is not
just one more well-intended, liberal call for a bigger welfare
state. The demand is based on fundamental, long-term changes
in the functioning of the society, the composition of the labor
force, the roles of women and men, changes in family life.
Forceful economic and political realities underlie the marked
rise in demand for child care services. They will not go away.
Rather, they are on the rise and will bring with them even
greater effects than we now see." (9-23)
15
Enrollment Data
Trying to determine exact and consistent enrollment figures for pre-
is no easy task. First, the figures are contradictory, depending
on the source. Second, the method of reporting lacks consistency. Third,
the classifications or categories are not always the same.
However, in order to gain some appreciation of enrollment facts and
trends, Table I has been compiled from several sources of data (U . S . Bu-
reau of the Census, School_Jn^ 1970; U.S. Department of Commerce,
Scho^_EnrolLn^, 1970; U.S. Department of Education, Pre-Primary En-
rollment
, 1969).
As can be seen, Head Start and kindergarten contributed to the in-
creased enrollments. Neither of these are what can be considered "volun-
tary" since they are based on state mandates or social pressures, with no
cost involved. The actual increase in parent-paying programs, then,
would not seem as significant as many reports claim.
For example, a United Press International release on January 23,
1972, was headlined with "Early Learners on the Rise." It reported that
40% of the three to five year olds were in school. This gives the im-
pression that parents are flocking to nursery schools, but this is simply
not the case. Even Dr. Ziegler responded to this increase by saying:
"What is bothersome to me about the vast increase in nursery school en-
rollment is that much of it is accounted for by middle class children."
Again, this is not the case; kindergarten takes a big percentage (71% of
the five year olds) and Head Start adds to the inflated figures.
It is important to realize with all the enrollment data that none
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TABLE I
Annual Preschool Enrollment
by Total Preschool Population
Year Total Number Total Enrolled Per Cen
Three Year Olds:
1965 4,200,000 200,000 4.8
1966 4,100,000 248,000 6.0
1967 4,000,000 273,000 6.8
1968 3,800,000 317,000 8.3
1969 3,600,000 367,000 11.8
1970 3,400,000 455,000 13.4
255,000 Increase from 1965
Less 46,000 Head Start
Less 20,900 Kindergarteners
188,100 Actual Increase
Four Year Olds:
1965 4,200,000 683,000 16.2
1966 4,100,000 785,000 19.0
1967 4,000,000 872,000 21.8
1968 4,000,000 911,000 22.7
1969 3,800,000 950,000 24.9
1970 3,600,000 1,000,000 27.7
317.000 Increase from 1965
115.000 Head Start
106.000 Kindergarteners
Less
Less
96
Actual Increase
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-e based on actual counts o £ enrolled children. The „. s
. offlce figures
are based on samples of 50,000 bonsebolds with estimates determined by
extrapolation of weighted numbers.
Another important factor in enrollment counts or estimates is that
in the past few years many more states have required licensing of pre-
school centers. Many of the centers which operated before licensing were
never counted since their existence was not known.
In addition, the states which do license and obtain count estimates
in that way are also not giving true figures. A center is licensed ac-
cording to space and a license for 30 spaces really means 30 children at
one time. Most nursery schools operate two and/or three day programs in
the morning and possibly afternoon as well. Therefore, a 30-space li-
censed center can actually have 120 individual children.
In summary, enrollments in private nursery schools, according to the
U.s. Department of Commerce figures, rose from 400,000 to 650,000 between
1964 and 1969. This represents only about 8.7% of the three to four year
old population who are enrolled in tuition payment schools. If public
enrollments are added, the figure would be a total of 780,000 or 11% as
of 1969.
Day care spaces are estimated at 640,000 (how many of these spaces
are included above cannot be estimated). Since there are five-million
working mothers with children under five, social forces are demanding
more day care spaces to meet the needs of the working mothers. The as-
sumption is, of course, that all or most of the mothers want day care
programs; yet there is absolutely no evidence that this is the case.
In fact, there is evidence to indicate that many do not want day care
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programs even when the spaces are free. In Connecticut, the Welfare
Commissioner has stated that one-third of the day care centers sponsored
under the Department of Community Affairs simply cannot be filled, al-
though all are located in heavy population areas.
Thus enrollment figures must be viewed very carefully in determining
to what extent parents are really seeking preschool programs. It is
clear that the numbers enrolled are increasing and so are the percent-
ages, but even here it must be pointed out that the three to five year
old population is steadily decreasing. In Massachusetts, for example,
the population increased 10% from 1960-1970 but the number of children
0-6 declined by 9%. (Rowe, 1972, p. 3-7) Of the 3-5 year olds now, only
9% are enrolled in any type of preschool program.
Perhaps no single group was duped by the figures so sadly as the 38
corporations who entered the nursery-day care market as a business.
"Well-heeled corporate giants stuck a tentative toe in the water
. .
each of which has now withdrawn, having somehow failed to find day-care
operations sufficiently promising." (Elliott, 1971, p. 4)
This is no surprise considering the findings of the MEEP study
which revealed that 19% of the parents prefer a center program compared
to in-home (39%) or other home (39%) . This was also confirmed in the
Brookings Institution study which indicated that " ...substantial numbers
of mothers appear to prefer care in their own home or another home in
the neighborhood." (p. 269)
Statement of the Problem
From among the myriad of educational problems facing
state governments in the 1970's, none will loom so large as
making our school systems effective. ... No one area needs
greater emphasis than early childhood education.
It is encouraging that governors, legislators, and
educational leaders in several areas across the country have
determined to make early childhood education a significant
part of a well-rounded and effective state school system and
are asking questions about how best to go about it."
("Preschoolers and the States," 1969, p. 1)
With the emphasis for preschool programs coming from various ele-
ments of the society, as reported earlier; and since the statistics do
not really confirm significant movements to preschool education other
than kindergarten levels (and even here only eight states mandate them),
there would seem to be a major discrepancy between the wishes of the
forces pushing for preschool programs and the parents of the preschool-
ers, who must make the decisions as to how they want to raise their
children
.
Unless the parents of the preschoolers are as convinced of the im-
portance of the preschool years as are the numerous and influential for-
ces recommending programs, implementation and expansion of services will
be limited and full of confusion, anxiety and perhaps resistance as well.
It is no longer a question whether to have programs or services for pre-
sc
h
oolers, but rather how and to what degree should they be provided .
"New proposals are being developed, and among the
continued confusion, lack of agreement about goals, and
pressure for action, the debate intensifies over what
the public responsibility for children should be, and
why." (Rowe, 1972, p. 1-1)
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U- is obvious chat the recommendations are numerous for preschool
programs, but the one glaring omission from practically all of the re-
ports, commission studies and recommendations is that the parents of the
preschoolers have not been consulted, nor have the families of preschool-
6rS been Studled t0 determine those factors or characteristics which
influence their decisions about preschool. The one exception was the
MEEP study
.
Since parents are not standing in line to get into existing centers-
fiee or tuition basis there would seem to be factors which inhibit the
vast majority of parents from enrolling their children in existing cen-
ters.
:i^JL_X?£to£s.- The most often-cited reason for parents not enrolling
is the cost factor. The government data states that "Family income fac-
tor appears to be crucial in enrollment of both three and four year olds,
most notably at the highest levels, $10,000 and over
. . . with enroll-
ments jumping to 16 percent for three year olds and 35.6 for four year
olds - •
• (They forget to mention that 51% of the four year olds are
in kindergarten.) There is no breakdown for public versus private kin-
dergarten.
Therefore, the only comparison which can be made is with ttje three
year old population, since all of them are in prekindergarten programs
(except for 10%). In this category, 84% of the families with $10,000
or more income and 93.6% of the families under $10,000 did not enroll
their children in any public or private program. With so many unenrolled
children, it is hard to use income alone as a significant factor in
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preschool enrollments.
_P_sV ch o 10 g i C al/pj-t i 1 osoP
h
leal
. Another factor which has been men-
tioned often is the psychological resistance by parents who feel that
children are "too young," or "too small," or it's just "too soon."
These feelings which generate guilt, uncertainty, and reluctance are
re«l. and must be dealt with more intelligently in considering the fu-
tuie direction ana the most satisfactory means of providing for pre-
schoolers .
ft must also be realized that philosophically many parents are
against preschool programs for a number of reasons, but one big reason
is that they do not believe in them. The MEEP study provided at least
one reason why this may be so:
"In our assessment of the status of families in
our society, we have made the following observations:
"The tendency to 'professionalize' the parental
role and the child rearing tasks threatens to further
devaluate parents and to supplant them by child
rearing experts." (2-28)
Confusion . Law and Burgess fee] that "the lack of wide public
support for nursery schools is due to confusion about nursery educa-
tion .
"The nursery school as an element of public education
has never caught on in this country. ... I have al-
ways come home puzzled by the rejection of public
nursery school education in the U. S. Other countries
far less able than we are to finance them take them
as much for granted as regular primary schools."
(Greider, 1966, p. 6)
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The following quotes provide further support for such a statement:
"The strategic Importance of the early years of life bothin terms of personality development and in the later prevention
of school failure has been supported by indisputable research
and empirical knowledge." (Headley, 1965, p. 35)
Many claims have been made both for and against the
values to children of kindergarten training, but the research
generally has been inconclusive." (Atkinson & Maleska, 1962
p. 127)
Recent research has confirmed what many people believe
regarding the importance of a good program in early childhood
for all children." (Hammond et al., 1963, p. 48)
"Giving the deprived child a quick, one shot, preschool
opportunity simply is not enough. There is already highly
disturbing evidence that the advantage gained from such a
program, while beneficial as the child enters first grade,
is quickly lost." (Hechinger, 1966, p. 10)
Research which deals with the values of kindergarten
experience indicates that there are fewer failures in later
grades among children who attended kindergarten." (Gore &
Koury, 1964, p. 3)
"There are no data at the present time to prove that a
preschool program could reduce the incidence of later drop-
outs." (Hechinger, 1966, p. 18)
"It is the adults' rather than the children's interest
that serves as the propelling force. Mass day care may be
the worst possible thing for America.
. . . We're already
neglecting our children and if we day-care them we'll be
neglecting them even more." ("Day Care—The Boom Begins,"
1970, p. 25)
Big business has failed, public preschools are almost non-existent
*
(in spite of massive and influential efforts), day care bills are vetoed,
free spaces go wanting, and although voluntary tuition enrollments are
climbing, they are not soaring.
The problem as to why there is not more action, rather than words,
is that the focus of attention has been directed to the child rather than
the parent; yet, it is the parent who must make the decision whether to
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enroll or not enroll a child In any preschool program; it is the parent
who will provide support or rejection tor preschool programs; and it is
the parent who spends the most time with the preschool child. Neverthe-
less, the parents from early history have been treated as though they
were not equipped to make the decisions-lt seems that the government,
state or local, knows what is best for the children In terms of programs
and services.
ihere is no question being raised whether there should be programs.
The only question seems to be why we do not have more programs; and the
efforts are certainly for more programs, not less.
Ihc fact is that the literature is naked in any study relating to
pnrents of preschoolers, and the assumption apparently is made that they
all want preschool for their children. The fact is that no one really
knows what they want, how they feel, or what factors seem to influence
them, positively or negatively, about preschool— that is the heart of
the problem.
Purpose of the study
. With the historical perspective as a back-
ground, and the current efforts to promote preschool programs cited, the
conclusion can certainly be reached that the parents, in spite of words
to the contrary that they should be involved in the decision making pro-
cess, have not had any significant influence to date. *
True, Head Start programs and other disadvantage programs sponsored
by state or federal government require parent councils and/or parent par-
ticipation, but the effectiveness of this participation in reality can
be questioned.
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As an example, the U. S. Office of Education opened last July what
was supposed to be a model day care center for its own employees. The
contract to operate the center in Washington D. C. was awarded to the Far-
West Regional Laboratory. They have just lost the contract in this "prob-
lem plagued program." One of the major complaints was that "the program
did not involve parents in decision making." (Capitol, 1971, p. 5)
According to the Education Commission of the States, the middle
class is demanding programs for its children. The question is, are the
parents really demanding programs? Those who do, what do they expect
from a preschool program? What do they know about preschool education?
And, what are they really demanding? The list of questions is endless,
and the answers are simply that no one knows.
Therefore, this study is designed to produce demographic data which
may serve as a base for subsequent hypothesis generation. Specifically,
the following data are emphasized:
1. Selected family characteristics which differentiate the
families of enrolled and non-enrolled nursery school age
children
.
2. Selected family characteristics which are common to both
groups of families (this will be an inevitable byproduct
of determining differentiating characteristics).
*
3. Attitudinal factors of the parents concerning preschool
programs
.
Significance There can be no dispute concerning the growing empha-
sis for early childhood education programs and growing research concerning
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the importance of the preschool years. The campaigning has been started
by concerned organizational elements of the society, but the need as
expressed by families has not been affirmed by a demand for preschool
services, as indicated by enrollment data.
The i ailure of significant family response has been due primarily
to inappropriate and inaccurate assumptions concerning those families to
be served. It has been assumed that giving the facts and demonstrating
the need would lead parents to respond in more positive terms. But like
the program to curb smoking failing to produce any appreciable decrease
in cigarette sales, despite the all-powerful motive of life and death,
preschool promotional efforts are moving the turtle rather than the
mountain.
This study is aimed at that element of the society which has been
literally ignored— the parents, who must make the decisions—voluntary
decisions— to enroll their children in preschool programs at their own
expense. Only when data is accumulated concerning the families who en-
roll children and those who do not can sane and intelligent strategies
be formulated concerning provisions for preschool programs and services
which will receive the support of the preschool parents.
It should also be kept in mind that "it is an open question whether
funds should be concentrated on preschool education, in improving the
schools themselves or on other programs ... that would improve the child's
home environment." (p. 280 Brookings)
In addition, it should be realized that some experts believe that
"researchers ... make clear that the earlier children to to school, the
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more likely they are to develop negative attitudes toward school."
(p. 620 Phi Delta Kappan)
This study will be a pioneer attempt to investigate selected char-
acteristics of families which may indicate the motivations and concerns
which affect the decision to enroll or not enroll a child; and, impor-
tantly, to view the voluntary decisions rather than decisions based on
mandates (compulsory kindergarten), needs (day care for working mothers)
or social conscience (Head Start).
The data will be helpful to educational institutions, agencies,
government, and professionals concerned with early childhood, keeping
in mind the problem which has been generated by child-rearing theories:
Although behavioral scientists in our country have given
increasing attention to child-rearing practices through-
out our century, their various theoretical formulations
have tended to confuse rather than enlighten parents."
(Heffernan, 1970, p. 552)
Ihe prime significance of this study, then is not to provide answers
to the complex problems involved but rather to look at a new aspect of
the problem which has not been studied sufficiently; and, thereby, to
provide guidance and information for new studies, new approaches and new
understandings before massive efforts are made to provide that which may
not be desired by those to be served.
*
This issue was made very clear in the MEEP study which stated that:
"...many parents have turned over the education of
their children almost entirely to the public school sys-
tem. Given the present direction, there is a danger that
parents will also relinquish their roles in the social
and moral development of their children to certified ’ex-
perts.’ The prospect of federally financed system of child
care in the coming decade only increases the danger that
parents, especially low-income parents or working mothers,
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ill be P ersuaded to transfer their child rearing respon-s.hiiities to specialized institutions even earlier intheir child s life beginning at the age of two rather thanage five or six." (2-25)
This study will be restricted in terms of the population sample to
be surveyed for several reasons:
1. The prime focus of this study is to investigate the voluntary
decisions families make concerning preschool education rather
than the use of preschool programs based on need factors.
2. Voluntary programs are typically to be found in white, middle
class communities with private preschools which are nursery
type indicating enrollment for only part of the day.
3. Availability of schools and ability to pay are two other im-
portant factors related to choosing the study’s sample popula-
tion, thus limiting the group.
Definition of Terms
Preschool
. This term refers specifically to children ages three to
four enrolled in a nursery school program for part of a day, two or more
days per week.
Prekindergarten
. Same as above.
*
En rolled family . A family which has had a child enrolled in a pre-
school program or currently has a child in a preschool program.
Non-on roll ed family
. A family whit'll has never had a child enrolled
in a preschool program.
Characterist ics . Specific factors about a family which research
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studies indicate may be one of the variables influencing
preschool decisions, or which may be suggested through hypotheses.
Enrolled. A child who attended or has attended a preschool program
for one or more semesters.
^enrolled. A child who has not attended a preschool at any time.
Sample. The kindergarten population of a specific community.
Questionnaire
. The instrument to be used to obtain the data con-
cerning the selected characteristics to be studied.
NHr^ er^_schoo]
1 . Preschool program.
Private nursery. A nursery operated for profit.
Nongrofi_t. A nursery operated by a nonprofit state charter.
Pu b l ic nursery
. A nursery operated free of charge to the partici-
pants
.
• A decision made by the parents to enroll a
child in a preschool program at their own expense and not dependent on
expressed needs such as day care in order to permit a parent to work.
D ay care
. A preschool program involving full day care, typically
for five days a week.
Coqpe ra t ive^rmrsery. A nonprofit, preschool nursery operated by a
parent group.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
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It is apparent from the literature search that direct efforts to
determine differentiating characteristics of enrolled and nonenrolled
nursery school children's families has received no attention. This
includes a search of ERIC, library card catalogs. Education Index,
eaders Guide, U.S. Office of Education publications, and the Early
Childhood Education Center, University of Illinois, Urbana.
U^_O f f ice of Education. The one consistent attempt to obtain
demographic data about enrolled families only is conducted by the U.S.
Office of Education, which has published a pre-primary enrollment study
each year since 1964. The latest (Nixon, 1970) data was obtained by sur-
veying 50,000 families during the last census. From this information,
estimates were made through the inflation of weighted sample results to
independent estimates of the population by race, sex and age. However,
it is important to note that this data only represents demographic data
of enrolled parents and children.
In order to provide some basis and justification for selection of
some of the family characteristics to be surveyed, a review of related
research studies was made.
Head Sta rt. One study found to compare characteristics of both
types of families—enrolled and nonenrolled—was made by Chandler (1966),
who compared families who sent their children with families who did not
send their children to Head Start programs. He found the families of
Head Start children had a higher educational level, used community re-
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sources more, showed more aggressivenpcc •^ x ess in terms
.
®s ° £ socialization and
then, would seem to be of value in this study.
Chandler's study also revealed that one-third of rh
.
6 Cn t e non-Head Start
amilies had never even heard of the program. A study by Johnson and
Palomares (1965) found that the manorj difference between parents who
P ted and those who did not participate involved communication—
the non-Head Start parents simply did not know about the program. Com-
munication is therefore another factor which infl uences some parents to
participate in preschool programs.
In interviewing mothers whose children ati-PnHnatended a summer 1965 Head
Start program, Chorost (1967) found that their attitudes toward education
were much like the attitudes of middle class mothers. Douglas and Monica
Holmes (1965) also found that among parents who sent their children to
Head Start programs voluntarily, values held were more middle class than
among parents who were "sought out" by Head Start personnel.
These studies also suggested that transportation and babysitting of
other children were problems involved in enrolling a child in a Head
Start program.
Therefore, it
problems faced by d
families; and these
would seem that these studies suggest that the same
isadvantaged parents may be similar to middle class
characteristics should be included in a survey in-
s trument
.
^^environment
. A recent Gallup poll on "The Influence of Home
Environment on the Success of First Graders" provides some further in-
sights into characteristics of families and preschool years ("Research
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1970, p. 8).
One of the most prominent distinguishing features of a student who
does well in school is that he was read to regularly at an early age.
Almost half the mothers of high-achieving youngsters reported that they
began the reading when their children were under two years of age. The
mothers of many more of the high-achieving youngsters (26%) also reported
that they started their reading programs before their children were one
year old. Only 15% of the mothers of low-achieving students did so.
The teachers interviewed in this poll, a total of 554 in 261 dif-
ferent school systems, were also overwhelmingly in favor of preschool
training for children. Only 8% said that preschool training made no
difference in the performance of first graders.
Other characteristics of interest revealed the information shown
below.
TABLE II
Parents' Interest in Reading and
Educational Aspirations for Children
Characteristic
No books in the home
Magazines in the home
Library card
Children's magazine subscription
Own an encyclopedia
Typically watch television
Disappointed if child doesn't go to
college
Low Achievers High Achievers
11% * 3%
55% 80%
60% 76%
31% 44%
49% 70%
80% 66%
28% 58%
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Enrollment reasons. Dr. Dorothy Baruch studied the reasons given
by parents for sending a child to preschool. Although the parents
studied were probably a rather select sample (all sent their children
to the Broadoaks Preschool of Whittier), and although the study is old
(.939), it did cover a span of years and the reasons certainly cover
a bioad and representative spectrum as summarized below:
1. Social adjustment for the companionship of other children
of their own age; this was found to be true whether
families were small or large.
2. To help overcome problems, particularly of behavior.
Parents felt that the school could help provide the
guidance necessary to solve the problem.
3. Prevent problems from arising by providing the right
kind of development and guidance for both child and
parent
.
4. Relieve certain home conditions such as marital prob-
lems, need to work, etc.
5. Parking purposes— to get the child out of the way of
the parent.
6. Parent education, particularly since there are so %
many conflicting theories on bringing up children.
7. Need for separation due to continuous contact with each
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other at home.
8. Transition to school, because the preschool makes it
easier to adjust to the formal school situation.
9. Educational advantages— to provide advantages and oppor-
tunities for growth.
Some of the needs expressed above are certainly important ones to be
considered in any survey of families.
Pgrent_ involvement
. There is some indication from two different
studies that parent involvement in preschool education does not seem to
change the attitudes of mothers concerning education.
Jacobs and Pierce-Jones (1969) interviewed mothers before and after
involvement in a Head Start program to determine the impact upon them.
They found that parent involvement did not increase the level of optimism
or aspiration level for the child, nor were any changes of a positive na-
ture found in the children themselves.
Sarah Hervey (1968) also studied Head Start parents and non-Head
Start parents to determine whether parent involvement produced positive
developmental attitudes and behavior of their children. She concluded
that Head Start experience will not change the parents and will not in-
fluence the child.
*
However, other studies contradict the above conclusions, probably
because the attempts were more comprehensive. For example, a project at
the University of Florida directed by Dr. Gordon (Butler, 1970, p. 70)
provided pretraining of parents, supervision, teaching specific skills
to the mothers, and even supplying them with subscriptions to magazines.
However, even in this study there was caution—although the indications
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seemed positive that the experimental group did better.
in reviewing the research of parent involvement, Annie Butler con-
cluded that
-with the exception of the activities of cooperative nursery
schools and kindergartens, the involvement of parents in more than an
occasional group meeting is a relatively unexplored area." (1970, p. 87)
Communication influence
. In order to determine to what extent pop-
ular magazines have attempted to influence parents concerning any aspect
of preschool education, the Reader’s Guide was searched from 1962 to the
present and a tabulation was made of the number of articles, by magazine,
on preschool, day care, nursery school, etc. Interestingly, there has
been no significant increase in coverage over the past ten years. Only
two magazines carried the majority of articles—Parent ' s Magazine and PTA
Magazine each having an average of three articles per year. However,
Head Start articles, which were not included in the count, were twice as
numerous and most certainly helped to popularize preschool and the impor-
tance of early childhood education. In addition, the daily newspaper and
television have also provided much publicity about preschool education.
Massacnuse t ts Early Educat ion Project
. One extremely informative
study, MEEP
,
was completed in February, 1972. It was commissioned by
the Massachusetts Advisory Council on Education to examine child care
and early education in Massachusetts.
One portion of the study involved interviewing 516 families with
children ages 0-6 (there are 390,000 families with children 0-6 in
Massachusetts and a total of 83,000 children in this age group).
They were asked about their current child care arrangements and
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practices, their attitudes about child care, and their needs and desires
for options and assistance.
Over 60,000 families (estimated from the sample) reported "diffi-
culty" in securing child care they felt they needed, with families below
$4,800 family income more likely to report difficulty.
At present, 6% (62,000) children are enrolled in any type of public
or private formal pre-kindergarten program. Cared for in other homes is
10/o (68,000) children and cared for in their own homes is 56% (the re-
mainder are In public kindergarten or first grade)
.
One of the interesting revelations was that "half of all arrange-
ments made for care with anyone other than the child's parent ... occur
outside the normal 9-5 working day. It should be no surprise, therefore,
that many parents find difficulty in arranging care.
And when the parents were asked their preference for care, 39% pre-
fer neighbors or friends, 19% a center and 39% preferred that they them-
selves provide the care. It seems that parents want home based care.
In summary, the review of literature is rather naked in attempts
to study enrolled and nonenrolled families of children in nursery school.
The few attempts have dealt largely with disadvantaged families, but the
results do provide some direction as to characteristics which may influ-
ence preschool decisions. The glaring omission in the research is that
the middle class families— the majority—have been ignored for the most
part
.
CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
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This descriptive research study was designed to survey families who
have had a child of nursery school age who now attends a mandatory pub-
lic kindergarten program. There were three important reasons for this
approach
:
1. All of the parents made a decision during the prekindergarten
years whether to enroll or not enroll their child in a nursery
school
.
2. All of these parents could be reached easily by distributing
the questionnaire to elementary schools.
3. The sanction of the school for this purpose aided in obtaining
a higher percentage of returns than were possible through other
means
.
Procedure. The questionnaire, which was three pages in length, was
brought home to each family by the kindergarten child, who received the
packet of information in a 9 x 10 kraft envelope. Included were cover
letters emphasizing the need and purpose of the study. The kindergarten
teachers instructed the children to bring the envelope home (on a Monday)
and to return it by the end of the week (Friday).
The questionnaire did not have any means for identification of the
family. After it was completed by the parents, it was sealed in the
kraft envelope and returned to the kindergarten teacher. The teachers
did not see the forms since they sent them sealed in the envelope, by
school designation (five schools were involved), to the Director of
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Elementary Education.
-§j§2£le. The town of Windsor r
, Connecticut was selected to serve
the sample for the following reasons:
Mandatory kindergarten population— 350 students.
2. School interest in the study.
Concern in the preschool area, which was evidenced in part by
^eir sponsorship of a seminar series of lectures by preschool
experts. The seminars were made available to professionals and
parents
.
4 ' S1 °U POpUlatl °" Sr°«th (I960: 19,000 and 1970: 22,000) which
helps to limit mobility characteristics from interfering with
the data.
5. The community is located in Connecticut, which ranks first
among the states in per capita income, and it is located in
Hartford County, which ranks second among the counties for
per capita income. Another factor to indicate income level
was that 80% of the 6,500 household units were single family
dwellings
.
6- Population is 97% white and 3% nonwhite, with two schools just
beginning to feel the Influx of the nonwhite population from
the Hartford metropolitan area. *
7. A variety of preschools are located within fifteen minutes of
the community, so that parents have had choices and options in
selecting a nursery school if they were so inclined. There
was one state-funded day care center, five church cooperatives,
one Montessori, and four proprietary schools.
38
Since this study was concerned with the voluntary decisions parents
make about preschool enrollment, and since ability to pay and availabil-
ity of schools are critical factors, this community was ideal.
I^turns anticipated. Enrollment figures for the northeast suggest
that about 11% of three to four year old children are enrolled in nur-
sery school. It was anticipated, therefore, that about 72 children in
Windsor were enrolled in a nursery program as either three or four year
olds. Since 100% returns cannot be expected, it was anticipated that
a 50% return, or 36 returns, would be reasonable from parents who had
enrolled a child, and anywhere from 10-20% for non-enrolled children.
Ques tionnaire
. The questionnaire approach was used because "there
is good reason to believe that interviewers could not secure dependable
data concerning many of the more ’touchy' items, for the parents would
know that somebody in the employ of the school would know 'who said
what.'" (Butler, 1970, p. 80)
The questionnaire did have questions and data considered personal
and vital to the study; therefore, the parents needed assurance that
their confidence and privacy would be respected.
The survey instrument has been prepared both as to content— the
actual questions, and as to style—wording of the questions, by^ pretest-
ing the first form on a group of nursery school parents in Enfield, Con-
necticut (a community reasonably similar and in close proximity to Wind-
sor) .
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The families were asked to complete the questionnaire and also re-
quested to indicate any problems in answering the questions. They were
told the purpose for the pretesting and also that their privacy would
be respected and protected.
In s t rumentati on, The first instrument (Appendix I) was prepared
and duplicated on white paper, and consisted of one page for Home Data
and two identical pages of questions for Parent Data (one each for wife
and husband). This first form was distributed to the parents of 30 chil-
dren attending Country Day Schools. No identification was required and
the forms were returned in sealed envelopes. However, because the re-
turns could be made by the child or parent, all of whom were known to
the staff, the envelopes were provided with postage so that they could
be mailed back.
Of the 30 questionnaires distributed, 18 were returned by parent
or child and 12 were returned by mail— 100% return. The parent comments
concerning the questionnaire indicated overwhelmingly that in general
the questions were clearly expressed and that the forms could be com-
pleted quickly and easily.
Ihose parents who were involved in the study were then invited to a
coffee hour two weeks later which consisted of one evening and, one after-
noon of their choice. Of the 30 families involved (58 parents), a total
of 39 attended the coffee hours (27 mothers and 12 fathers; within this
group there were only four couples).
The general discussion was most informal, with parents coming and
going at different times during the coffee hour and different parents
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joining the group dlscussing ^^ ^
eral
.
6
Th6Se diSCUSSl °nS dld
-
- - any significant help> but
28 3 rSSUlt " b °th
— - the discussions, some rfi.
visions were made in wording, some questlons and _
eliminated in order to develop a revised form (Appendix II).
One change which was made was printing each sheet of the question-
nalre °n 3 diff6rent COl°r
-
Sl^ «"*““»« the white paper confnsed
-me parents who thought two of the same form-Parent Data-were included
by error, even though it clearly stated at the top that one was to be
completed by each parent.
The revised questionnaires were delivered to the Director of Elemen-
tary Education in Windsor together with a cover letter (Appendix III);
he, in turn, also prepared a cover letter describing the purpose of the
survey (Appendix IV). He distributed the packets to the elementary
principals of all the five schools, who then turned them over with in-
structions to the kindergarten teachers for distribution. The packets
were given to the students and collected as detailed previously under
the Procedures section.
Statistical treatment. Since the data in the questionnaire was
classified into categories, frequency counts of each were required.
As a result, non-parametric statistical analysis was used to determine
significant differences between the enrolled and nonenrolled family
characteristics
.
The x 2 test, because it applies to discrete data of this nature,
was used to determine significant differences, if any, at the .05 level
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or better.
The data was keypunched from the questionnaires and the University
of Massachusetts Computer Center was used to obtain the printed data
analysis
.
However, all of the information on the questionnaire was not sub-
jected to the x 2 formula, because some data did not meet the test of
ordinal or nominal criteria which can be tested statistically. Where
this was the case, simple percentages were used to describe the data.
Hypotheses
. Based on data from the review of literature and the
U.S. Office of Education, the major hypotheses are stated in null form
as follows:
1. Educational level of parents will not be a significant
characteristic differentiating the enrolled from the non-
enrolled families.
2. Occupational category of parents (white versus blue collar)
will not be a significant characteristic differentiating
the enrolled from the nonenrolled families.
3. Direct and indirect experience
—
personal involvement in
preschool programs and/or being acquainted with others who
have had experience with preschool programs—will not be a
significant differentiating characteristic.
4. Informational data—magazines, newspapers, articles, TV,
and school programs as they currently exist—will not be
found to be a significant differentiating characteristic.
5. Opposition to formal preschool programs will not be found
to be a significant factor distinguishing the nonenrolled
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family from the enrolled family.
6. The tuition cost of nursery school programs will not be
found to be a significant differentiating characteristic
for either group.
7. Income will not be a significant differentiating charac-
teristic between the two groups.
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
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Analysis of Returns
From the distribution of 355 survey forms to all of the kindergarten
families in the Windsor, Connecticut, school system, 161 or 45% were re-
turned as follows:
Number Returned
Percentage
of Total Returns
Enrolled families 92 57%
Nonenrolled families 69 43%
Considering the length of the questionnaire (three pages)
,
the na-
ture of the questions, and the fact that the return was voluntary, the
percentage of returns was certainly much better than expected. As stated
earlier, it was expected that less than 72 returns would be forthcoming
representing enrolled families. The 92 actual returns from enrolled
families represent a 26% enrollment rate which is more than double the
estimated percentage for the northeast.
What was also most gratifying was the number of nonenrolled families
who completed and returned the questionnaires. As expected, they were
fewer than the enrolled families, but sufficient to test the hypotheses
which had been formulated.
It is important to note also that all five elementary schools dis-
tributed the questionnaires, and the percentage of returns from each
was within five percentage points. Thus, the returns represented an
extremely favorable coverage of the geographic community.
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Of the enrolled parent returns, all but one child Involved had been
in nursery school as opposed to day care or Head Start programs. The
distribution of school types follows:
5 Cooperative nursery schools (church-sponsored)
.... 80%
7 Proprietary nursery schools
2 o%
Interestingly, the five cooperative church-sponsored schools were also
located in the geographic districts of each of the five elementary
schools. The proprietary schools all represented small private opera-
tions; none represented Montessori or any corporate-run preschool.
In analyzing the data from the sample, the similarity of responses
and characteristics would not suggest that any additional significant
data would have been available, at least where the geographic area and
the metropolitan area were concerned.
The U.S. Office of Education data (U.S. Department of Commerce,
School Enrollment^ 1970), which was based on a representative geographic
sampling, would tend to further substantiate the hypothesis that addi-
tional significant differentiating data would not likely be found. How-
ever, this is not to say that there are no geographic peculiarities in-
fluencing preschool decisions.
Data Analysis
Ihe questionnaires completed by the surveyed parents provide six
separate tabulations of data as follows:
1. Enrolled (E) parents home data
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Enrolled (E) wife characteristics
3. Enrolled (E) husband characteristics
4. Nonenrolled (N) parents home data
5. Nonenrolled (N) wife characteristics
6. Nonenrolled (N) husband characteristics
The data tables in this chapter are divided into three sections
(1) common characteristics of home data and parent data; (2) altitudinal
characteristics of E and N parents; and (3) the differentiating charac-
teristics of home data and parent data. In addition, a fourth section
is included which simp ly provides a representative sampling of some of
the expanded comments made by individual parents, both E and N.
jy^e nt iat i ng Characteri sties
Home data.
TABLE III
Marital Status
Marital Status E-Parents
Number Percentage
N-Parents
Number Percentage
Living together 88 95.7 66 95.7
Separated 1 1.1 0 - 0.0
Divorced 3 3.3 3 4.3
it is estimated that 90% of the children under 14 live with both
parents, 7.5% with mother only and 2.5% with father only (White House
Conference on Children, 1970). Therefore, the percent of stable families
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in both groups is above the estimates. The legal condition of the mar-
riage is identical for both groups, which indicates that marital status
is not a factor to be considered in determining whether a child attends
a preschool.
TABLE IV
Type of Residence
Type of Residence E-Homes N-Homes
Own home 79.3% 68.1%
Rent home 7.6% 20.3%
Rent apartment 12.0% 11.6%
The percentage of home ownership is certainly a reflection of finan-
cial means and a strong indication of a middle class community. Although
more E families owned homes than N families, the percentage was not found
to be significantly greater; and when ownership and rental of homes are
combined the percentages are almost identical.
TABLE V
Television Sets Owned
Number of TV Sets E-Homes N-Homes*
One 39.1% 44.9%
Two 45.7% 37.7%
Three 10.9% 14.5%
Four 2.2% 1.4%
2 . 2 % 0 . 0 %Five
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Both E and N families are adequately and evenly equipped with tele
vision sets, and ownership of more than one set for both groups certain-
ly seems substantial.
TABLE VI
Book References
Reference E-Homes N-Homes
Adult encyclopedia 51.1% 50.7%
Child encyclopedia 43.5% 43.5%
Dictionary 97.8% 95.7%
Adult book club 21.7% 20. 3%
Child book club 27.2% 33.3%
Availability of basic home reference books is about the same for
both groups. Although not significant, it is interesting that the N
homes have a higher percentage of subscriptions to children’s book clubs
This could indicate the preferenc e of some parents to provide early stim-
ulation in this way as opposed to nursery school attendance.
TABLE VII
Newspapers Read Regularly
Number of Newspapers E-Homes N-Homes
%
One 6.5% 13.0%
Two 46.5% 50.7%
Three 15.2% 10.1%
Four 19.6 % 20.3%
Five 9.8% 2.9%
Six 2.2% 1.4%
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Reading habits indicated by daily newspapers do not show any signif
icant difference between E and N homes. Table XLI will show a signifi-
cant difference with certain newspapers.
TABLE VIII
Children Were Read to Regularly
During Preschool Years
— —
E-Homes N-Homes
80.4% 79.7%
There is no way to estimate the quality of reading to which the
children were exposed, but certainly both groups of families show equal
concern with this activity.
Parent data.
TABLE IX
Average Ages of Parents
Parent E-Parents N-Parents
Wife 33 years 32.5 years
Husband 35 years 35 years
The maturity and/or experience of parents as could be indicated or
inferred by age is not a differentiating characteristic with this sam-
ple .
TABLE X
Tears Residing in Town
49
Parent E-Parents N-Parents
Wife
Husband
8.4 years
12.3 years
9.2 years
12.6 years
As a group, both show stable "roots" In the community; therefore
mobility factors are not a consideration in this sample.
TABLE XI
Wife's or Husband's Parents
Live in Same Residence
*
‘
--
-
—
—
Parent E-Parents N-Parents
Mother 6.5% 10.1%
Father 5.4% 5.8%
A slightly higher percentage of mothers of N parents live in the
same residence. At first glance this may not seem an important factor,
^ut as will be seen in Table XXXVI, the number of dependent children is
a significant factor and additional other dependents add to the family
financial burden. In the KEEP study, 4% of families with children 0-6
had a nonparental adult living with the nuclear family. (3-18)
<1
TABLE XII
PTA Membership
-
- • -"» 1 • 1
- .... - — - i—• .
Parent E-Parents N-Parents
Wife 34.0% 27.0%
Husband 8.7% 5.8%
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The E parents have a slight edge, but lt ls not signlflcant; and ln
fact, in both groups a minority of the parents are involved with PTA,
particularly among the husbands.
Tables III through XII provide a skeletal picture of N and E fami-
lies which Is helpful in looking at the rest of the data to be found in
this chapter.
Attitudinal Characteristics
A number of questions in the survey form were open-ended so that
parents would not be restricted or constrained to answer in any certain
way. As a result, of course, there was no way in which to compare the
responses statistically, since the type of responses acquired from E
and N parents were of completely different format.
However, the responses are presented in the forthcoming tables as
percentages; first, to indicate those particular factors which parents
expressed concerning preschool education, and second, to indicate the
variety of factors involved which previous studies have not emphasized.
Some of the data were, in a sense, redundant, but this was done pur-
posefully in order to determine the consistency or inconsistency of
thinking and reasoning on the part of each parent.
Not all of the factors mentioned by the parents are reported, since
there were up to 223 responses in some questions in which more than one
reason could be given. Therefore it was necessary to consolidate as many
reasons as possible, without changing their meanings, under more appro-
priate categories.
This was no easy process, because the classification of a response
was often simply a matter of judgment. Therefore, the consolidation of
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responses was accomplished as follows:
1. Three couples all college educated with preschool children In
the f ami ly were separated Into two groups-husbands in one group
and wives in the other group.
2. Each person was given a duplicated list of all the responses
for each of the questions involved. There were separate lists
for each parent in the E and N families surveyed.
3. Each person consolidated his or her own list without reference
to any other person or list.
A. Each husband group and wife group then compared the consolida-
ted lists developed individually and made further revisions
and changes (wherever there was doubt, two out of three votes
carried)
.
5. The consolidated list from each group was then compared with
the total group and a final master list of consolidated re-
sponses was made; these responses appear in the tables which
follow.
In order to provide simplicity and perhaps better clarity in the
tables, t he specific reasons listed are categorized under more genera]
headings. Thus, the individual reasons will show the variety of factors
involved, and the general headings provide a better appreciation of the
similarities which can be deduced from the reasons.
Jt will be readily seen that some specific reasons can really be
considered to be just as appropriate under a different general heading,
but where this could occur, it will be found that no substantial dif-
ference in the analysis will result.
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TABLE XIII
Factors Which Decided for Enrolling Child
—
—
.
,
E Families
Percentage
Developmental Reasons
Socialization 28
51
Enrichment Experience 7
Value to Child 4
Independence 4
Child's Desire to Go 3
Child Ready to Go 3
Personality Development 1
Language Development 1
Specific Problems
Sibling Separation 5
22
Special Needs 3
Need for Outside Adult 3
Only Child 2
Go to Work 2
Last Child 1
Discipline 1
Change of Environment 1
Break Home Ties 1
Competition 1
Divorce 1
Free Time for Mother 1
School Related 20
Preparation for School 9
Location /Availability 5
Program 3
Educational Importance 2
Qualified Nursery 1
Reasons Unknown 7
- -
.
]
,
*
It is obvious from the above data that there are far more reasons to
enroll a child in a nursery school than heretofore realized. The two
most prominently mentioned reasons found in the literature are socializing
and educational reasons. But it would seem from the data that there is a
broader connotation of "socialization" Involved which is more developmental
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even though socialization zakes up a large percentage of this category.
It is interesting to note that the second most prominent grouping ls
for specific problems either of the child or home. And lastly comes
those reasons related to school.
What is difficult to explain is the grouping for unknown reasons.
EiLhei the parents aid not answer or answer that they did not know. Con-
sidering the expense involved, the need to bring the child back and forth
oi art ange for it, etc., it would seem that parents should have a reason
to enroll a child.
TABLE XIV
Factors which Decided against Enrolling Child
N-Families
Parent Beliefs
Not necessary
Home more important
Parent responsibility
Don't believe in it
Had playmates
Enjoy childhood
Too young
Doubt educational value
Own ideas
Child not government’s
Well adjusted
School Related
Cost
Transportation
Distance
None in area
Not right kind
No vacancy
Time factors
Reasons Unknown
Percentage
9
7
5
5
3
2
2
1
1
1
1
20
9
1
3
1
1
1
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The laigest single general grouping of reasons suggests strongly
that parental beliefs concerned either their philosophy or the child.
Generally speaking they simply don't believe in the need for a formal
preschool experience.
School related reasons are almost equal in total for not enrolling
a child. Within this category, cost is the largest percentage, and it
represents only 1/5 of the total of all reasons. The MEEP survey indi-
cates that enrollment is sensitive to cost factors, but their prime em-
phasis was on day care which is far more costly than nursery school.
In tn is survey of parents, most were going to cooperative nursery,
church related schools which is relatively inexpensive. Therefore, it
is no real surprise that cost did not come out to be a significant fac-
tor .
Although distance was an insignificant factor in this survey, it
should not be considered an inconsequential reason. In the MEEP survey,
it was found that 60% of children in formal preschool programs traveled
less than 10 minutes from their homes; and children cared for in a home
other than their own, 74% traveled less than 10 minutes. Children
traveling more than 20 minutes were 6% and 3% respectively. (3-39)
In fact, given a choice of a free child care center one-half hour
away or a center next door at $15 a week, 58% chose the cenCer next
door, 33% free center and 9% didn't know. And, "the desire for care
close to home does not vary with family income." (3-21)
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TABLE XV
Most Important Reason for Not Enrolling Child
N-Families Percentage
School Related 38
Cost 24
Transportation 9
No vacancy 5
Parent Beliefs 41
No need 16
Home more important 9
Prefer child home 5
Had sibling playmates 5
Waste of time 4
Immature 2
Reasons Unknown 17
There were far less "no answers" in this question, but cost still is
not the majority reason for not enrolling a child, at least in terms of
the stated reasons. Parent beliefs are the strongest factors against en-
rolling a child.
TABLE XVI
Most Important Reason for Enrolling Child
in the Particular School Attended
E-Families Percentage
School Related 75
Reputation 30
Location 20
Program 15
Preparation for school 5
Cost 3
Vacancy
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TABLE XVI (continued)
E-Families
Percentage
Developmental Reason s
Socialization
Parent Belie fs
Previous child attended
Church affiliation
Early years important
Playmates going
Reasons Unknown
The overwhelming reasons given are concerned with the school and 45%
nave to do with what the school seems to be doing (reputation and pro-
gram) . It is interesting to note that although 80% of the students were
attending church-related nursery schools, only 4% of the parents felt a
commitment because of church affiliation. Also, only 3% were influenced
by cost.
TABLE XVII
Why For-Preschool Programs
Reason E-Wife E-Husband
School Related 47% 37%
Preparation for school 32% ,24%
Child ready to learn 14% 11%
Educational 1% 1%
Ready to learn 0% 1%
Developmental 33% 37%
Socialization 19% 26%
Stimulation 5% 3%
Need for the experience 3% 4%
Value to child 3% 1%
Independence 3% 3%
TABLE XVII (continued)
Re as on
Parent Beliefs
Depends on needs of child
Neutral
Get them out of the house
Relief for mothers
Re asons Unknown
E-Wife E-Husband
9% 5%
5% 3%
2% 0%
0% 1%
2% 0%
10% 20%
Both the school related reasons and the developmental reasons indi-
cate that parents of enrolled children have very positive attitudes about
preschool. No special problems emerge here as they did in Table XIII and
this may be due to the fact that the parents want to correct special prcb
lems in order to prepare the child for school or to be more "socialized."
There also may be some slight indication here that since twice as
many of the husbands are either unwilling or unable to articulate reasons
for preschool that perhaps the wives? ability to justify preschool carries
more influence in decisions to enroll a child.
TABLE XVIII
Reason Given For or Against Preschool Programs
Response
Reasons Unknown
Reasons for Preschoo l
School related
Preparation for school
Important learning years
Right Age
Educational
-Wife N-Husband
22% 36%
39% 38%
23% 23%
15% 13%
6% 3%
1% 3%
1% 4%
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TABLE XVIII (continued)
Response N-Wife N-Husband
Developmental 16% 15%
6%
8%
0%
0%
1%
Socialization 11%
Value to child 3%
Prevent boredom 1%
Stimulation 1%
Enrichment 0%
Reasons Against Preschool 27% 19%
4%
School related 3%
Cos t 3% 4%
Parent beliefs 24% 15%
Home more important 10% 4%
Too early, let child be 8% 6%
Not necessary 3% 4%
Get rid of them
Added expense to
1% 0%
t axpayer 1% 0%
Neut ral 11% 6%
It would seem from these responses that parents who have not en-
rolled their children have more reasons to justify preschool programs
than to oppose them. What is surprising in this data is that the re-
spondents chose to answer affirmatively even though the option was clear
that they could respond in a negative manner.
The question of interest here is why the 39% of wives and 48% of
husbands in favor of preschool did not enroll their children. These
parents were compared with the Table XV data which showed that 38% cited
school related factors for not enrolling. With one wife exception and
Iwo husband exceptions the families were the same. In other words, 38%
of the N children might have been enrolled if the school related problems
could have been overcome.
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TABLE XIX
Reasons Given As to Why Friends and Neighbors
Did or Did Not Send Their Child
Reason E-Wife E-Husband
Reasons Unknown
No answer
Don't know
35 %
29
6
57 %
37
20
School Related 29
Preparation for school 20
Availability 4
Cost
2
Better education 7
26
17
6
1
2
Developmental
Socialization
Good for child
Lack of playmates
Child ready
Not necessary
30
17
5
4
2
_9
6
1
0
2
0
Negative Reasons
Get rid of them
Free time
6
_
3
3
1
0
1
A very large percentage in each group did not answer, particularly
the husbands. It would seem that the husbands are in less contact with
neighbors and this is why they had more "no answer" responses than wives
It is worthy to note that cost is an insignificant factor.
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TABLE XX
Reasons Given As to Why Friends and Neighbors
Did or Did Not Send Their Child
N-Wife N-Husband
Reasons Unknown
No answer
39%
32
52%
43
Don' t know 7 9
School Related 10 6
Prepare for school 4 4
Education 3 1
Important learning years 3 1
Developmental 27 18
Socialization 20 Q
Child needed it 7 9
Negative Reasons 11 JJL
Get rid of child 3 7
Thing to do 1 1
To free mother 4 3
Had money to send them 3 0
Special Problems 10 5
Immaturity 3 0
Too young 3 1
Go to work 4 4
It is noticeable from comparing Table XIX and Table XX that E par-
ents are more "school related" conscious than are the N parents. Also,
there tend to be more responses that are parent-centered rather than
child-centered (free mother, get rid of them, and go to wonk)
.
Again the number of unknown reasons was extremely high and, in fact,
both E and N parents were almost identical.
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TABLE XXI
Reasons Given As to Why a Relative
Did or Did Not Send Their Child
Reason
Reasons Unkn own
No answer
Unknown
School Relat ed
Prepare for school
Cos t
No transportation
Education
Developmenta l
Socialization
Good for child
Independence
Special Problems
Maternal dependency
No children
Overcome shyness
Negative Reasons
Get rid of them
Occupy his time
E-Wife E-Husband
45% 54%
3b 40
9 14
25 26
12 18
9 7
2 0
2 1
15 13
9 9
4 3
2 1
5 3
2 0
2 3
1 0
2 0
1 0
1 0
Personal Philosophy 2 1
Approximately half of the parents do not know why relatives do or
don t enroll their preschool children. This is somewhat surprising, since
parents do discuss their children with one another. The large percentage
of "no answer" responses could be partially explained in that relatives
may live far away and communication may therefore be reduced.
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TABLE XXII
Reasons Given As to Why a Relative
Did or Did Not Send Their Child
Reason
Reasons Unknown
No answer
Don ' t know
Developmental
Socialization
No playmates
Child needed it
Sch ool Related
Prepare for school
Negative
Get rid of them
Status symbol
Special Problems
Parents working
Problem at home
In examining Tables XVIII through XXII, one characteristic which
becomes noticeable, although certainly not significant, is that of giving
negative reasons why friends/relatives enrolled children—such reasons
were not mentioned by parents themselves. What this may indicate is that
all of the reasons given by parents concerning their personal reasons, as
opposed to why they thought friends /neighbors sent their children, must
be weighed with some caution because the stated reasons may not be the
real reasons in .some cases.
What was also noticeable was the extremely high percentage of unknown
59 %
51
8
16
10
6
0
_
74%
60
14
1Q_
5
0
5
N-Wife N-Husband
reasons
.
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TABLE XXIH
Most Important Reason for Sending
a Child to a Preschool Program
Reason E-Wife E-Husband
Developmental 53%
Socialization 30
Enrichment experience 5
Emotional development 5
Gain independence 4
Child ready 4
intellectual/physical development 3
Mature the child 2
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_%
29
6
6
2
1
2
3
School Related 33
Preparation for school TE
Educational 5
31
25
6
Parent Beliefs 6
Depends on child’s needs 3
Good for child 3
2
1
1
Reasons Unknown 7 15
It would seem from this data that parents are primarily concerned
with developmental reasons for enrolling a child in a preschool program.
This was found to be the case in Table XIII (Factors Which Decided En-
rolling) . However, no special problems category was required in this
table as was required in Table XIII. But in Table XIII the question con-
cerned enrollment of their own child whereas in this table the question
*
was more general.
When this data is compared to Table XVII (Why For Preschool Programs)
the data seem somewhat contradictory in that the school related and de-
velopmental reasons come first and second respectively in Table XVII and
the reverse is true in this table. However, the "preparation for school"
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factor did not change significant! v • t-i-io _u8 tllticantly, the change was In the socialization
reasons which increased In this table along with less parental belief
reasons in this table,
In Table XVII the question was more personal (Why are you for or
against preschool programs) whereas In this table the question was more
general.
TABLE XXIV
Most Important Reason for Sending
a Child to a Preschool Program
Reason N-Wife N-Husband
Developmental 31% 29%Socialization 22 23Widen interests/enrichment 8
Independence
School Related
1
33
3
26
14
Prepare for school 24
Important learning years 5 6
Education 4 6
Parental Beliefs 11 7
4
No need 8
Get rid of them 3 3
Reasons Unknown 19
_34
Even with the N parents, there are far more positive reasons given
tor enrolling a child than negative reasons. Comparing this <3116 with
Table XXV indicates that strong inhibiting reasons for 1/3 of parents
for not enrolling were not philosophical but rather school related fac-
tors (cost, transportation, etc.). This data in turn agrees with the
Table XVII information which indicated that about 1/3 of the N parents
were in favor of preschool programs.
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Wl.at this table reveals is that basically the same parents who could
not give reasons here did not give reasons in Table XVIU. ^ is
-resting is why more positive reasons were given here (6« wives and 55?
husbands) than the '•for" parents (39% and 38%) in Table XVIII. m other
words many of those parents in Tablp yum uI e XVIII who were against preschool
(27% and 19%) found positive reasons to send a child.
“ 1S ““ th3t ^ TSble WI11 P««*. had the option of answering
"for" or "against" which was not the case here. But there was an option
in this question not to answer at all.
TABLE XXV
Most Important Reason Why a Child
Should Not Be Sent to a Preschool Program
Reason E-Wife E-Husband
Reasons Unknown 37% 38%
Sch ool Related
Cost
Poor program
Other
18
14
1
3
21
15
4
Parent Beliefs
Immature
No desire to go
Enough school ahead
Special problems
Pressure
Get rid of them
Insecurity
Other
32
12
4
3
2
2
2
1
6
25
10
2
2
1
2
** 0
3
5
For Preschool 7 9
Approximately half of the parents did not give any reason not to
send a child. Of the remainder, the husbands were almost evenly split on
school and developmental reasons, but the wives' personal beliefs out-
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weighed any school reasons.
The Brookings study found that "surveys to determine what parents
are seeking in chiid care arrangements indicate they give high priority
to convenience and to the child's well-being and social development
'getting along with each other) and generally lower priority to educa-
tional aspects,." (269)
THe iteW 0t COSt cert ainly does not emerge as a strongly inhibiting
l actor particularly when compared with personal beliefs of the parents.
Or course, these are enrolled parents and, therefore, the cost factors
would not be expected to be a significant item; but as will be seen in
the next table, it is not significant with N parents either.
TABLE XXVI
Most Important Reason Why a Child
Should Not Be Sent to a Preschool Program
Reason N-Wife N-Husband
Reasons Unknown 45% 50%
Paren t Beliefs 38
Home adequate/more important 14*
No benefit 6
Immature /not ready 6
Other 5
Enough school ahead 3
Bore them 1
Let child be 0
Parental protection 1
Home playmates 1
Inconvenient 0
18
’
9
7
.10
0
L
1
2
2
2
School Relate d
Cost
2
7
6
6
No Reason 7 5
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Considering the fact that this table represents the N parents almost
half could not or preferred not to give a reason for not enrolling a
child in a preschool program. In examining the individual questionnaires
of the '’no answer" parents, all parents (2 wife and 3 husband exceptions)
who listed school related obstacles in Table XIV for not enrolling were
among the group not answering. The remaining few tended to be those
parents who consistently had blank answers in the questionnaires.
Also, those parents included in "parent beliefs" were basically
those who were included under the same category in Table XIV.
TABLE XXVI
1
Role, If Any, Parent Should Play
in Child’s Preschool Program
—
—
—
Role E-Wife E-Husband
Support /encouragement 36% 34%
No answer 28 78
Guidance 9 ft
Enrichment experiences 8 6
Develop curiosity 5 1
Teach values 4 3
Aid in the classroom 3 1
Read to child 2 1
None 1 8
Companionship 1 4
Moderate role 0 3
Develop good habits 0 3
Don't know 1 1
*
In spite of much talk about involving parents in the education of
their children, parents themselves certainly do not seem anxious to get
really Involved directly. Many did not even know what to answer. There-
fore, although some professionals may be convinced of the value of paren-
tal involvement, the parents do not seem convinced at this time.
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The KEEP study also indicated the same basic results with 22% of the
parents desiring parent involvement as part of child care arrangements.
TABLE XXVIII
Role, If Any, Parent Should Play
in Child's Preschool Program
Role N-Wife N-Husband
No answer 40%
Guide and encourage 30
Mother's role 13
Teach them things 4
Assist, teachers 3
None 0
Father's role 0
51%
27
5
8
0
5
2
Insofar as the majority of reasons are concerned, both E and N
parents have about the same feelings and thinking concerning the parent
role.
This is no real surprise. Universal Education Corporation, which
in 1969-70 set up 11 preschool centers in the northeast, built parent
participation into their program as a vital function (while children
were in class, parents were in their own class with a learning advisor
explaining to them what was happening and what they could do, answering
their questions, etc.). All the centers have since closed, and this
parental role never caught on
—
parents were not that interested.*
Summary . In summarizing the attitudinal characteristics and fac-
tors, certain points stand out.
Of the N parents, approximately 1/3 of them probably would like to
have enrolled their child in a preschool program had school related ob-
stacles been manageable, 1/3 seem definitely opposed to preschool, and
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l/J seem unable or unwilling to articulate reasons for or against.
The popular notion that cost is a strongly inhibiting factor in not
enrolling a child is simply not confirmed as being a significant factor
when compared with all the other factors but it certainly tends to be an
important reason under the school related grouping for not enrolling
(Table XV). What is certainly more significant is the parental beliefs
about preschool.
bhaf is clear is that parents simply do not know too much about pre-
school education, nor is there any real reason why they should be expected
to know. There certainly is no planned program to inform parents. In
addition, they do not want to get really involved with their child's pro-
g i am
,
except for what should be done at home.
Tt would also seem that both groups think somewhat less of their
tiiends and neighbors for enrolling a child, because there are more nega-
tive reasons given for why they enroll a child.
Differentiating Characteristics
Parent dat a. The tables which follow represent those factors and
characteristics of parent data which statistically differentiate the E
and N parents. Statistical significance is at the .05 level or better.
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TABLE XXIX
Educational Level of Parents
Years of School E-
#
-Wife
%
N-
//
-Wife
%
E-Husband
// %
N-Husband
// %
9 3 3.3 1 1.4 2 2.2 3 4 210 1 1.1 8 11.6 0 0.0 2 2 911 0 0.0 4 5.8 2 2.2 3 4 312 or H.S. 31 33.7 36 52.2 24 26.1 31 44 9
1 College 10 10.9 7 10.1 0 0.0 1 1 4
2 College 6 6.5 4 5.8 8 8.7 8 1 1 6
AA/AS 7 7.6 0 0.0 1 1.1 2 2 9
3 College 1 1.1 0 0.0 2 2.2 l 1.4
4 B.S./B.A. 16 17.4 2 2.9 23 25.0 4 5.8
Master '
s
3 3.3 0 0.0 9 9.8 1 1.4
5 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.1 3 4.3
6 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.0 0 0.0
Ph.D. /Ed.D. 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 2.2 0 0.0
Other 12 13.0 5 7.2 5 5.4 3 4.3
Not indicated 2 2.2 2 2.9 11 12.0 7 10.1
Raw Chi Square 33.92486 28.41094
Degrees of Freedom 14 14
Level of Significance .001
.02
Ihe real impact of educational level can be more readily seen by the
mean years of college of the E and N parents:
E-Wife N-Wife
Mean Years of College 2.7 1.8
E-Husband N-Husband
4.0 3.0
t-score
Level of significance
2.36
.02
3.0Q
.01
Education, therefore, is a highly significant differentiating char-
acteristic between E and N parents. This confirms the U. S. Office data
which indicate that "as the level of education of the household head in-
creased, the enrollment rates of their children increased." (U. S.
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Office of Education, Pre-Primary Enrollm ent-
,
1969, p. 4)
The type of individual who pursues further education can be con-
sidered different from the one who does not. Certainly he has more edu-
cational aggressiveness, he sees education as more worthwhile for both
personal and economic reasons, he is more interested in knowledge, and
he can certainly comprehend more about articles, programs, and publicity
concerned with preschool education.
This was further confirmed in the MEEP study which stated that "there
seems to be a growing interest, especially among young college educated
couples, in more reliable information about child development and about
the effects of various child rearing practices." (2-24)
Although it will be seen in Table XXVIII that income is a differen-
tiating characteristic, it may well be that income is simply a by-product
of higher education.
TABLE XXX
Parents' Belief in Preschool
Education or Programs
E-Wife
// %
N-
//
-Wife
%
E-
//
Husband
%
N-:
it
Husband
%
No answer 2 2.2 3 4.3 14 15.2 5 7.2
Yes 88 95.7 43 62.3 77 83.7 46 66.6
No 2 2.2 23 33.3 1 1.1 * 18 26.1
Raw Chi Square 30.63756 24.50100
Degrees of Freedom 2 2
Level of Significance .001 .001
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Although about 1/3 of the N parents do not believe in preschool edu-
cation or programs, which was confirmed by the previous data, most do
believe in it.
It has been indicated that 1/3 of the N parents did not enroll their
children because of school obstacles and that perhaps the remaining 1/3
of the N parents simply never thought enough about it at the time the
child was abie to go.
This data confirms that data in Table XVIII and shows a rather con-
sistent: pattern of responses. Again the questionnaires were examined
for the parents who indicated "No" for preschool and the same parents
were involved (one exception).
TABLE XXXI
Has a Friend/Neighbor Had a Child in Nursery?
E-
//
Wife
%
N-Wife
// %
E-
//
Husband
%
N-
#
Husband
%
No answer 6 6.5 3 4.3 15 16.3 10 14.5
Yes 78 84.8 51 73.9 66 71.7 37 53.6
No 8 8.7 15 21.7 11 12.0 22 31.9
Raw Chi Square
Degrees of Freedom
Level of Significance
5.61038
2
Above .05 (.06)
9.74488
2
.01
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TABLE XXX II
Has a Relative Had a Child in Nursery?
E-Wife
// %
N-
#
-Wife
%
E-Husband
// %
N-]
/;
Husband
%
No answer
Yes 14 15.2 2 2.9 21 22.8 9 13.0
29.0No
48 52.2 23 33.3 40 43.5 20
30 32.6 44 63.8 31 33.7 40 58.0
Raw Chi Square 17.52337 9.51600
Degrees of Freedom 2 2
Level of Significance
.001 0 ]
Knowing friends, neighbors and relatives who had children in nursery
is a significant differentiating characteristic with husbands, and rela-
tives were significant with wives. The questions which can be raised
here are whether sending a child becomes "contagious," whether it simply
becomes a familiar activity (word of mouth advertising)
,
or whether
there may be more subtle factors involved such as "What’s good for your
child is good for mine in sending a child to nursery school.
The individual questionnaires were examined of those parents in
both tables XXXI and XXXII who responded "no" to see who they were in
comparison to Table XVIII in terms of no responses, for preschool or
against preschool. The results are as follows:
Table XXXI Data
N-Wife N-Husband
"No" Friend 21.7% 31.9%
74
Of the 15 couples who had no friends in nursery, 11 or 73% were
those with no answer or against preschool as Indicated in Table XVIII
(4 couples, 7 couples respectively).
Table XXXII Data
"No" Relatives
N-Wife
63.8%
N-Husband
58.0%
Of the 40 couples who did not have a relative in nursery, 31 or 70%
were among those parents in Table XVIII which either were against pre-
school or had no answer (18% and 13% respectively).
It would seem, therefore, that there is a tendency either being
against or unable /unwilling to answer if there are no friends or rela-
tives who have children in nursery.
TABLE XXXIII
Would You Approve of Nursery School Programs
As Part of the Public School System?
E-Wife
// %
N-Wife
it %
E-
//
Husband
%
N-
//
Husband
%
Voluntary Programs:
No answer 10 10.0 7 10.1 22 23.9 17 24.6
Yes 72 78.3 45 65.2 63 68.5 38 55.1
No 10 10.9 17 24.6 7 7.6 14 20.3
Raw Chi Square 5.39947 5.99920
Degrees of Freedom 2 2
Level of Significance Above .05 (.06) .05
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TABLE XXXIII (continued)
E-
//
-Wife
%
N-
//
-Wife
%
E-]
//
Husband
%
N-
//
Husband
%
Required Programs:
No answer 47 51.1 28 40.6 48 52.2 29 42 0fes 15 16.3 12 17.4 13 14.1 11 15 9No 30 32.6 29 42.0 31 33.7 29 42.0
Raw Chi Square
Degrees of Freedom
Level of Significance
Those who are agitating for and proposing preschool programs to be
available for ail children to participate should take notice of this data.
About two-thirds of E and N parents approve of voluntary programs as part
of the public schools; but about one-third of E and N parents do not sup-
port required programs, with one-half of both groups unable to answer.
Much can be read into this data, but what is probably most important
is that parents who have paid for preschool programs do not want to see
them made tree as a requirement. Of course, a motive here may be that a
required piogtam would raise taxes or that it would represent too much
"governmental" control and influence.
1 - 91702 1.67001
2 2
Above .05 Above .05
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TABLE XXXIV
What Organizations Do You Belong To?
Number of Organizations E-
#
-Wife
%
N-Wife
// %
E-Husband
// %
N-Husband
// %
None
One
Two
Three
Four
45
28
13
5
1
48.9
30.4
14.1
5.4
1.1
48 69.6
14 20.3
5 7.2
0 0.0
2 2.9
50
22
12
4
4
54.3
23.9
13.0
4.3
4.3
51 73.9
13 18.8
2 2.9
2 2.9
1 1.4
Raw Chi Square 10 .58259 8,.82816
Degrees of Freedom 4 4
Level of Significance
.05 Above .05 (.06)
The E-wives belong to more organizations than N-wives to a signifi-
cant degree, but it is not significant for the husbands. Is it a result
of higher educational level, personality, achievement motive, etc.?
There is no answer at this Lime, but certainly it must reflect the per-
sonality of the E parents as compared to the N parents.
A separate calculation was made on PTA membership, but no signifi-
cant difference was found. The E and N wives with PTA membership were
34.8% and 27.5% respectively; and the E and N husbands were 8.7% and
5.8% respectively. It would appear from this data that at least an
«*
equal number of wives and husbands in both groups are interested in edu-
cation, as reflected by PTA membership.
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TABLE XXXV
What Has Influenced You the Most
About Preschool Education?
E
JL
if
:-Wife
%
N-
#
Wife
%
E-Husband
# %
N-Husband
# %
No answer 5 5.4 19 27.5 19 20.7 29 42.0
Articles 24 26.1 10 14.5 10 10.9 11 15.9
Television 10 10. y 13 18.8 9 9.8 12 17.4
F r i ends /nei ghb ors 13 19.6 13 18.8 10 10.9 10 14.5
Previous experience 25 27.2 1 1.1 23 25.0 2 2.9
General publicity 2 2.2 3 4.3 1 1.1 1 1.4
Nearness of school 2 2.2 2 2.9 1 1.1 1 1.4
Mother /father 1 1.1 0 0.0 5 5.4 0 0.0
Other 5 5.4 9 13.0 14 15.2 4 5.8
Raw Chi Square 40.00265 29.06248
Degrees of Freedom 8 8
Level of Significance .001
.001
It is apparent from this data that the E parents are influenced
by the factors indicated, whereas the N parents are not influenced and
this is particularly true with the N husbands
,
with 42% not responding.
Again, educational level of both groups can indicate that the E
parents are more open-minded, more receptive to learning and knowing,
and more interested in expanding their own horizons as well as those
of their children.
The category "previous experience" is the one which is difficult
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to understand. One of the questions found not significant was whether
the parents, as children, attended any type of nursery. Of the E and
N wives
>
only 12 ^ and 72° respectively attended a nursery school; and
of the r. and N husbands, 8.7% and 5.8% respectively attended. Therefore,
previous experience could not have been totally a result of previous
attendance. Perhaps the previous experience was the result of previous
children having been enrolled in nursery. However, whatever meaning
they attached to this category, it was a positive factor for the E
parents and just zero for the N parents.
This data also partially explains the failure of big business
attempts to enter the preschool market successfully. Those who have
entered tried to enroll students through often massive publicity ef-
forts of direct advertising (radio, TV and newspapers), but this is not
what influences the parents. To cite the case of Universal Education
Corporation once again, days in which all three media were advertising
saw no activity as judged by phone calls or drop-ins to their Discovery
Centers
.
What appears to influence parents are media articles and programs
which are informational rather than "selling" the idea of preschool through
direct advertising. This is a rather obvious statement to make for the
simple reason that the Hartford area has not had any direct'advertising
of consequence for preschool through any media.
Therefore, what influences parents are the indirect or more subtle
means which provide them with contact with preschool experience or in-
formati on
.
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It Is also evident that the E wives are certainly more influenced
than the others with only 5.4% not responding. This should not be con-
strued as meaning that N wives are not as concerned with their children
as E wives; it simply means that the E wives, perhaps because of educa-
tional level, are more apt to try to meet their children's needs through
schooling rather than through home or other efforts.
Home^ata. The tables which follow consist of the data which sta-
tistically differentiate the homes of enrolled and nonenrolled families.
Significance is at .05 level or better.
TABLE XXXVI
Total Number of Children Living at Home
Number E-Families
// %
N-
//
Families
%
1 11 12.0% 7 10.1%
2 26 28.3 25 36.2
3 34 37.0 8 11.6
4 7 7.6 14 20.3
5 7 7.6 8 11.6
6 4 4.3 5 7.2
7 1 1.1 0 0.0
8 1 1.1 2 2.9
Raw Chi Square 18.94918
Degrees of Freedom 8
Level o( Significance
.02
The number of children in the household is significantly different
for the E and N families, with the N families being much larger. The
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average number of children for the E families is 2.9 and for the N fami-
lies it is 3.3. Using a t-test, it was found that the t-score of 2.52
was significant at the .02 level of significance.
Add to this the slightly higher number of dependent mothers living
in the same residence for the N families (Table XI), and it becomes
somewhat more understandable why income (Table XXXVIII) is really a dif-
ferentiating characteristic of significance.
TABLE XXXVII
Ownership of 1971-72 Automobiles
Number E- Families
// %
N-Families
// %
None 62 67.4 59 85.5
1 28 30.4 10 14.5
2 2 2.2 0 0.0
Raw Chi Square 7.46738
Degrees of Freedom 2
Level of Significance .02
Of the E families, 32.6% have 1971 or 1972 cars
,
compared with 14.5%
of the N families. Perhaps this is a result of availability of income
which can be devoted to this value as opposed to the N families, who have
less availability of income because of the cost of supporting more depen-
dents.
No significant difference was found for the total number of automo-
biles in either family group or with other ages of autos which went back
as far as 1964.
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TABLE XXXVIII
Family Gross Income
Income Range E-
#
Families
%
N-
#
Families
%
Not reported 7 7.6 6 8.7
Under $3,000 0 0.0 1 1.4
$3,000-$4,999 2 2.2 0 0.0
$5 ,000-$7 , 499 4 4.3 1 1.4
$7 , 500-$9 ,999 8 8.7 16 23.2
$10 , 000-$12 , 499 18 19.6 23 33.3
$12 ,500-$14,999 21 22.8 11 15.9
Over $15,000 32 34.8 11 15.9
Raw Chi Square 18.62862
Degrees of Freedom 7
Level of Significance
.01
The income ranges used are the same as those used in the U.S. Office
of Education statistics. Their figures indicate that "40 percent of all
enrolled three to four year olds are in families with annual incomes ex-
ceeding $10,000; it is evident that enrollment is tied to ability to
pay." (U.S. Office of Education, Pre-Primary Enrollment
, 1969, p. 3)
If the same breakdown is used in this table, 77.2% of the E families
and 65% of the N families had incomes exceeding $10,000. However, due to
both inflation and per capita income of Connecticut, a breakdown at the
$12,500 level is far more revealing. At this point, 57.6% of the E fami-
lies and 31.8% of the N families had incomes exceeding $12,500.
However, the problem is not the income level but rather how much
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income is available per head. The N families are larger and, therefore,
their per head income per family ($2,083) is much less than the E fami-
lies ($2,445) using the $10,000-12,499 range as an example. Of this
same Income group, the average years of college for the E husband and
wne is 16 months and 10.6 months respectively; and for the N husband
and wife 7.8 months and 2.6 months respectively. Thus it would seem
that a combination of significant factors prevail rather than any single
reason or factor.
TABLE XXXIX
Occupation of Husband
Occupation Category E-
#
-Husbands
%
N-
//
-Husbands
%
No response 5 5.4 2 2.9
Factory worker 3 3.3 11 15.9
Office worker 4 4.3 2 2.9
Self-employed 12 13.0 5 7.2
Sales 7 7.6 4 5.8
Business executive 12 13.0 4 5.8
Civil service/government 4 4. 3 8 11.6
Educator 5 5.4 2 2.9
Heal th /medical 3 3.3 0 0.0
Engineer 19 20.7 9 13.0
Trade /technical 9 9.8 12 17.4
Other White collar 6 6.5 2 2.9
Other blue collar 3 3.3
-
8 11.6
Raw Chi Square
Degrees of Freedom
Level of Significance
25.34770
12
.02
According to the U.S. Office data, "enrollment is highest for chil-
dren of families in which the household head is in a white-collar occu-
pation." (U.S. Office of Education, P re-Primary Enrollment
,
1969, p. 4)
This table supports this previous finding. But significant too is that
white collar jobs, according to the U.S. Office, have higher income
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levels
.
A breakdown of the table Indicates that about 73.9% of the E heads
have white collar occupations as compared to 40.5% for the N heads.
No difference was found when wives' occupations were compared, and
only about 20% of E and N wives were found to be working.
TABLE XL
Total Number of Magazines
(Subscription or Read Regularly)
Number E-
//
-Families
%
N-Families
# %
0 4 4.3 15 21.7
1 15 16.3 15 21.7
2 17 18.5 15 21.7
3 21 22.8 10 14.5
4 14 15.2 3 4.3
5 10 10.9 5 7.2
6 6 6.5 3 4.3
7 3 3.3 1 1.4
8 over 2 2.2 2 2.8
Raw Chi Square 22.35140
Degrees of Freedom 11
Level of Significance
.05
The E families averag ed 3. 2 magazines and the N families averaged
2.3 magazines. The reading habits of the E families, therefore, are
significantly greater than the N families. As a result, there is bound
to be more exposure to articles and information concerning preschool ed-
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ucation and education generally within the E families.
As indicated on the questionnaire (Appendix II), specifically-named
magazines were also indicated and an analysis was run on each one. Only
one magazine proved differentiating at the .05 level, and that was Time
magazine; however, the numbers were small, with 14 subscriptions in the
E families and 2 in the N families.
TABLE XLI
Newspapers Read Regularly
Paper E-Families
// %
N-Families
// %
Hartford Courant Sunday:
Not read 25 27.2 34 49.3
Read regularly 67 72.8 35 50.7
Raw Chi Square 7.37103
Degrees of Freedom 1
Level of Significance
.01
There was no significant difference found with the total newspapers
read regularly or with other papers available in the community, but the
Sunday Courant did prove statistically significant. This is the most
*
widely distributed and read newspaper in the area and town. Comparing
this with the magazines does show a wider breadth of reading tastes and
amount, thus furthering the exposure of the E families to more informa-
tion about preschool and education.
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Sasarj,. In summarizing the differentiating characteristics, one
fact stands out very clearly; i.e., educational level seems to be a cri-
tical factor differentiating and influencing the E families from the N
t ami lies. This, of course, in turn influences occupation (white vs. blue
collar which is significant) and income level (higher education yields
higher income). It does influence reading tastes and amounts (a signifi-
t eristic)
. It influences size of the family, with the E fami-
lies smaller (a significant characteristic). And no doubt it influences
the beliefs of the E families, since education was the vehicle of their
lives and it would logically fall that it will be the vehicle of their
children's lives.
Commentaries
All the data up to this point was reducible to figures and numbers,
and although this type of objectivity is vital to research, it may not
always indicate the feelings involved from the respondents.
The questionnaire used allowed parents to comment frankly, if they
so desired, and many did. What follows are some representative commen-
taries to help obtain a deeper appreciation of their feelings.
Enrolled Families
"I believe a preschool program would be helpful to a parent or
guardian in determining the child's potential to adapt to group
environment and activity. I do not believe it should becoffie a
substitute for the responsibility of parents."
"As grandparents of a preschool child with divorced parents
bot.lt living out. of town, we deemed it advisable that the child
be with other children. We believed that due to existing cir-
cumstances the child might be spending too much preschool time
with adults."
motL^Y^Y^ypTYu hPhySiCa] Warath a "d of a
self and understand himself Y» Y° Seekln8 to f fn<I him-
a big help 1 „ thls pa«of his d?Y SCh°01 COuld bathe classrooms are too large in our kin^' Unfortunatelystudents are too many children for lnder6frten- 30-35
If preschool education were school T “"a" ^ help«-for the child's emotional deve^^ent jrh" 11 ’ 1 fearclass. One would hate to see a child L H Were 13 3 largewas just a number and nnr +u l 4 years old feel he
he would be at home."
6 Very imPortant little person
nurserylchY tralnlng re«»ad ln
chUd^bo^YYi be„® v““ “‘sf
nar row-minded ness^"*"
60 gene's
^ rr ‘ = s -s
n« more or L^sYared f Y31 kinder« a“- classes are
school background
8
Therefore"'he child" J'
h
°.
haVe a nursery
nursery school starts ouYl ZsZll^lT Y"
with^he :hUd
C
a
e
t’hom:.n°
ther "" **“ Che
I know that the child we did send to nursery school didbetter academically. We felt that so many childY ha«nursery school that she would be going with to «h“u!
little' child
7 ^ heP
T'
PlUS the £act thera are literally notle ren within walking distance of us. I think the
chlld is t0 be —
Haying enrolled two of our other children previously, wefelt nursery school experience was a good preparation forkindergarten.
... I feel that the accelerated pace thatthe kindergarten curriculum has adopted makes factors such
as social adjustment, independence and self-control traits
which must be well-cultivated before the child has to con-tend with academic readiness activities in a classroom si-
uation. Good Grief— I’m speaking educational jargon!"
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ursery schools are a very wonderful thing for childrennowadays. These kids are so alert and conscious of lifeand the things going on that the programs offered in mostpreschoois help them understand and enjoy everything tothe fullest. Home education helps a great deal, but theeachers in these programs are so much better equipped toandie aH their ideas. One thing though that is a ter-
r i le drawt)ack to the whole concept of the preschool
program. If the kindergarten doesn’t take up where the
nursery school left off. That is, many kindergarten
programs are repetitive of the nursery school program
and many children are terribly bored."
Teach basics in preschool and eliminate all the coloring
and nonsense in kindergarten. Children's minds crave
learning ideas, not games and crayons, many do that forleisure fun at home."
I do feel that there should be more uniformity in pre-
school education. Either that or provisions should be
made in kindergarten to separate the two groups so those
who have not had nursery school could work together and
those who have had nursery school could work ahead."
I am speaking from a true experience. My son went to
nursery school for 2 years (the school was very good).
We moved here and he is totally bored with all of kinder-
garten activities. They are the same type of thing he
learned in his preschool program. I am not the only one
who feels this way. If any concept is to work both pre-
school officials have to work out a cooperative plan for
the betterment of the child."
Some parents think the kindergarten is too accelerated and some do
not think it is accelerated enough, but there is a feeling tfiat the
schools should provide for the individual differences when a child goes
to kindergarten. Apparently, some parents do not feel this is happen-
ing; and how aware are many educators of this parental feeling and
thinking ?
"Oppose public school nursery school as they will have
following cascading effect on child.
1. Schools started.
2. Taxes go up.
3. More mothers go to work to pay taxes.
4. Children do not learn from mother so school
administrators decide a pre—pr eschool program
is required.
5. Schools started.
6. Taxes go up.
7. More mothers go to work to pay taxes.
8. Children (3 years old) do not learn from
mothers so school administrators push for
a pre-pre-preschool program."
I started 1st grade at age 5 by being put out of doors of
house and pointed toward school. No preschool, kindergar-
ten, etc. No PTA, no surveys, no pampering, but I received
a better education than children are getting today."
"I am very much opposed to full time nursery programs. At
this age being in a home situation with his mother is far
more important. Children spend enough years in school as
it is without adding any more."
"I do not approve of nursery school programs as part of
the public school system because it would become a place
for a lot of people to drop their children because they
wanted to get them out of the house."
"I do not see any great value to nursery schools."
"I feel preschool education is a valuable but not essential
addendum .
"
"I do not feel children of three and four years of age should
be sent to a full-time school program because I believe it
lessens their closeness and learning from their mothers."
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This world now puts so much emphasis on being so intelligent
and putting one child against another. Everyone needs to
slow down a little."
'I am for preschooling because many mothers are busy pur-
suing a career, or would simply enjoy a few free afternoons
for themselves."
I think young children should be at home with the mother
and play with brothers and sisters and neighbors. ... I
see no advantage to pushing a baby to learn."
"One very important reason for sending our first child to
nursery school is because she is physically handicapped.
She learned to accept and answer questions about her anomoly.
She lost her shyness and gained self-confidence."
"I feel that pushing intellectual growth before 6 is unim-
portant compared to the love and acceptance built into
prepared parenthood. Some parents don't feel up to the
task of providing an interesting life for their preschoolers.
Perhaps these children would be better off in school than on
the streets or watching TV. But, it should be a parental
decision—voluntary.
"
"Contemporary society is too quick to pull the baby from the
security of its mother's arms, leaving him dependent on an
unsympathetic environment."
"With such an emphasis put on education today in school and
the confusion that exists because of these so called ^pro-
gressive educational policies, I think a child should enjoy
while he or she can the advantage of being just that—
a
child."
"Education has taken one giant step backwards in the last
decade, what with individualistic training, students ad-
vancing at their own pace. I personally think educators
should go back to school just to find out what education
is all about."
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Educators have gotten so sophisticated that they have lostthe meaning of true education and as a supplement to this
to
n
fin
n
out »
y se forms which 1 am now wasting time
These comments sound more like they are coming from the opponents
rather than supporters of nursery school. Although these parents did
send their children— the data does show that almost without exception
both parents made the decision to enroll the child— there are still
strong feelings about the value and need for preschool education. The
child is viewed as precious and in need of the mother particularly; yet
with these feelings they still enrolled their children. The factual
data shows a decided approval of preschool programs, but the words of
the parents echo with ambivalent feelings about it all—almost as though
they were compelled to enroll their children.
Nonenrolled Parents
I have a 6 year old who did not attend any nursery or pre-
school but went into kindergarten already able to write his
name, numbers and copy other words. Also he was able to
read a little. The school put him in a reading program and
he now can read 2nd grade books all by himself. I never
encouraged this. I feel by watching Sesame Street he
learned much of what he knew."
"We feel that if a child was capable of playing and getting
along with other children, fairly intelligent, quick to
learn and not bored with home life—nursery wasn’t necessary
and would not be beneficial for that particular child." *
"I think most mothers send their children to nursery school
to get them out of their way or to keep up with other people
who are sending theirs."
/
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Without family unity, which
can be no national unity
be better able to manipulate
purpose.
"
must start in infancy, there
• and so the government will
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than nursery schools." expensive
whether
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believe Parc of the reason isn not attend nursery."
"If these nursery schools were not so expensive and theywere put m the reach of the poor and low income“lutesI feel there would be a lot more children enrolled."
CaSe
,“ E tbe family lncome mus t be supplemented by the
hp ’
avln8 the child attend nursery school, it provides
a better opportunity for her to seek and secure employment,
while she can rest assured her child is in capable hands."
m sure my leelings are anti-nursery and not that popuJar
now a-days. But I'm trying to be very honest about it. Ido wonder about the danger of the breakdown in importance
of family life. Preschool age is very important in molding
child. Mothers have natural instinct about own kids—followit.
. . . The home should be the center of child's life."
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don t feel that preschool education is something that onecan believe in or not believe in. I do believe in God andhis Son Jesus Christ. I am a Christian in the most funda-
mental way It is because of my deep spiritual convictions
and through them that many views are formed. One of them is
my view of the role of family life. As indicated on thefront of this page— I do feel that the preschool years are,in a way, the most important. It is during this time that’
personalities are formed. I believe that a child has tolearn to trust his parents, love them, and depend on them.
This can and must be accomplished— largely by the mother—during preschool years. The de-emphasis of the importance
of family life is disastrous in my opinion.
. . . Many try
to rationalize the value of preschool education so that
other selfish goals may be pursued. ... I am opposed to
them as part of the public schools—voluntary or not."
So far children T have known that go to nursery school
were not well mannered, give me the impression of being
pushed away from home and learn so much that by the time
they get to kindergarten, they are either bored or diffi-
cult to teach."
My personal reason for not sending a child to nursery or
preschool is because the first years are very important
and a child needs its parents’ guidance to form a character
in every way. The child needs the love of parents and I
feel and believe that God has given us our children to care
for and teach them to know him. ... I could not agree to
have someone else raise my baby."
The feelings are rather strong at times because there seems to be
a general feeling that the home is important and that the mother's role
is most vital. It is the parents who must raise the child.
*
What will happen if preschool programs are mandated? Are those
who propose such programs cognizant of how parents really feel?
It would seem from the comments made by the E parents that some,
if not many, are enrolling children in preschool through pressures.
Their statements indicate a preference to keep a child home, but they
seem compelled to send them to nursery.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Ihere is a national effort being propelled by a variety of pre-
school forces to make early childhood programs and services available
to all of the children of the land. The seeds of the movement were
planted over a hundred years ago and the growth has been erratic, but
persistent, over the years.
Clearly, the evidence suggests that preschool programs and services
tor all children will, in the final analysis, be available to all pre-
schoolers .
The Probl em
ihe problem is that no one is really asking what it is that parents
want for their preschoolers because the literature is naked in any
thorough attempt to study the families to be served— the focus has con-
sistently been on the children.
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine what selected
family characteristics differentiate between the families of enrolled
and ncnen rolled nursery school age children.
The significance of this research was to provide a new look to a
long-standing problem— to look at the. preschooler from the eyes of the
parents involved rather than to look at the child's needs through the
eyes of the societal forces. Hopefully, then, the data can be used con-
structively in helping to chart the future direction and focus for pre-
school education.
Descript ion o f Procedures
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fn order to reach a single group of parents who made a decision
whether or not to send their preschooler to a nursery school— a voluntary
decision, not one based on mandates, needs, or social pressures— a kin-
dergarten population of parents was selected for the survey. A three-
page questionnaire which sought to obtain selected characteristics of
home data, parental data and attitudina.l factors was returned from 45%
of the 355 families surveyed.
The data was then analyzed to determine which characteristics or
factors were of differentiating significance. The by-product of this
analysis also yielded those characteristics which were common to both
groups of families.
Major Findings
Previous descriptive data provided indicated that occupation, in-
come level and educational level were strong indicators which differ-
entiated the enrolled and nonenrolled parents.
The findings of this study determined not only that occupation
(white versus blue collar), educational level, and income level differ-
entiated the two groups of families, but also that such factors were
statistically significant at the .05 level of significance.
However, in analyzing all the data and the various combinations,
it seems that educational level of the parents of enrolled children
tends to be the catalyst, the perpetrator, the fuel which fires the
whole sequence of events which determines the other differentiating
characteristics
.
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Occupation is a function of education; income is a function of edu-
i-on
; reading habits are a function of education; preschool educational
awareness is a function of education; learning is a function of educa-
tion; and size of family is a function of educational level today. In
other words, education was the propelling force in the lives of the
parents, and they— consciously or unconsciously—will make it the pro-
pelling force for their child's life.
The majority of both parents shared an equal concern for preschool
education and programs; and both also shared a sense of confusion and
uncertainty about its present value.
•vha,_ was also significant, based on the large percentage of ques-
tions not answered, was that parents really do not know what to think
about many aspects and implications of preschool. Either the parents
have not. given it great thought or they are confused over the confusion
which exists today about preschool.
Simply stated, no concerted effort has been made to really inform
parents about preschool education— its advantages and disadvantages— nor
is there an easy way for them to find answers if they so desire.
lo put it bluntly, the parents of the preschoolers have been given
little attention in the whole process now taking place to provide pre-
school programs and services for all children—their children!'
The enrollment data of the past half-dozen years also raises very
serious questions as to what the enrollment growth really indicates.
There is no question that enrollments have increased, but to what degree
Is another question
—
particularly volunteer decisions to enroll children
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in a tuition school.
the data also i
inhibiting factor de
personal beliefs of
may be related to cd
ndicat.es that it is not tuition cost which is the
ciding whether or not to enroll a child, but rather
the parents and school related circumstances which
ucational level and family income.
Cone lusions
The data indicate that the future of preschool education is
going to be difficult because of confusion of goals and purposes
probably can be little doubt that enrollments will rise because
probably
- There
of the
various societal forces at
But, it is vital that
work promoting preschool,
parents have options to explore other means
' ° ass i st their child during the preschool years because this study cer-
tainly indicates that there are a variety of reasons for and against
preschool. This same factor was also concluded in the MEEP study:
"Parental preferences, reflecting individual and cul-
tural differences, the different life styles of children
and of those who provide care for children, and the uncer-
tainty about the long-term and even short-term effects of
different kinds of child care make it unwise to promote one
set of programs. We are impressed by how little, is known
about the effects of different kinds of child care and edu-
cation and believe that they should be characterized bv a
high degree of diversity for the foreseeable future.
"With the increasing involvement of government in sup-
porting children's services, it is extremely important to
guard against the development of sterile uniformity, re-
quiring arrangements which inadvertently or otherwise in-
hibit variety in child care programs .. .we should have a
deliberate policy of promoting diversity in child care and
early education arrangements." (1-12)
The forces at work in society now would indicate that preschool
programs will be made available to all through governmental sponsorships
(federal, state or local).
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In our judgement the needs for child care are such that
it is only a matter of time before the public demand be-
comes sufficiently organized ... for it to lead to the
development of services of the magnitude described in this
report. (9-2 3)
ihe reasons tor more programs and services is that as long as pro-
grams are provided free to the disadvantaged the other parents will begin
to demand the same right for their children.
The Brookings study made a point of this problem in stating that
"...a two-class system has evolved in day care with a small proportion
of poor getting more comprehensive and costly care... than is available
to nonpoor." (p. 263)
At this point in time, however, the parents of the preschoolers are
not ready to accept required programs, and it is questionable too the
extent to which they really accept voluntary programs. Many of those
who do enroll their children in nursery seem to be under a compulsion
to do so rather than a desire to do so.
Recomme ndations f or Further Research
As stated earlier, the purpose of this paper was not to provide
answers to the many complex questions involved about the direction of
preschool education, but rather to look at a new aspect of the problem
which heretofore has been given little attention.
*
This study indicates that the parents of enrolled and nonenrolled
children do differ significantly with respect to educational level.
But is education just another symptom or result of something more
basic in terms of parent personality, parent phi losophy or even parent
experiences? These are legitimate questions and important ones to explore.
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Specifically, further research should explore the following:
1 * Was the child-rearing to which parents were exposed
different between the families of enrolled and nonen-
rolleri nursery school age children?
2. Is the personality of the parents different; and if
so, is this what leads to desire for further educa-
t i on ?
" u o the philosophical beliefs about life and child-rearing
differ, and if so, what influenced the development of
the philosophy?
However, if any one factor needs to be studied very carefully, it
is to determine what can be the expected reaction from parents if pro-
grams are universally available for their preschoolers. One-third of
both groups are against required programs and almost half are undecided.
Specifically, the following should be studied:
1. What would be the reaction of parents if preschool pro-
grams were universally available for all children?
2. Are there specific types of programs and/or services
which most could support?
3. What options or choices should parents be allowed to
make?
The current busing program to integrate elementary children in the
school provides forceful proof of how emotional parents can get, and
this is with older children—not the more precious preschoolers . There-
fore, great care must be exercised in planning programs for preschoolers.
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What s«s evident to date is that the problem of what direction
pteschool education is to take centers on the fact that there must be
planned and formal programs, in schools and centers. The KEEP study
cleariy suggests that this is not desired by the vast majority of parents
surveyed. Perhaps the alternative should be studied-how to make parents
net ter and more effective parents. Certainly, this is one of the most
important societal tasks and no real formal effort has been made to
educate for parenthood in our schools or any other part of society.
The MEET survey supports this position in stating that "parents
are poorly supported in their parental roles..." ( p . 2-28)
Speej 1. ically
,
the following should be explored:
J. Assuming that educating for parenthood is a worthy ob-
jective, when, where, and how should it be implemented?
2. It it can be implemented, what can be done in such a
program to prepare parents to be more effective with
t-heir preschoolers at home rather than in a preschool
center?
3. How can television be used to supplement a home program
effort?
T" e 3ast problem to be studied is to determine what is influencing
the commissions, studies, and legislators to propose more programs for
preschoolers—certainly none are proposing less. What evidence are they
studying which suggests that parents not only need such programs for
iheir children but that: they are demanding the programs?
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In summary, the efforts of research in terms of preschool education
must be directed more to the parents, because it is they who must make
the decisions about how their children are to be reared; it is they who
must be reached, helped, or simply allowed to "do it themselves"; and,
most Important of all. It Is their responsibility.
The future direction of preschool education, programs and services
WlJ l be determined b y the government if present trends continue; and if
n. c
- government is truly interested and concerned about the preschoolers,
and if the other forces proposing preschool programs are truly interested
-in the cniidren, they will have to be more concerned about the parents
> * these children their thinking, their feelings are most of all their
rights as parents.
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P 103arents: ^Living Together
__Separafed
__Mvorced wldo„NUmber °f Chlldr“ “vio, at home
: __
Boys G irls
~
Ages of children living at home: Boys Girlg
Does wife’s or husband's mother live i7ThITr7s7delce?
Does wife's or husband's father live in this residence? Yes
Residence:
_0wn Home
__Rent Home Rent Aot ~ . 7Tc P C Condiminium
No
No
Number of cars in the family^
Number of TV's in home: Color
Family gross income
$7,500-9,999
Years of car(s)_
Black/White
under $3,000 $3,000-4,999
__5 ,000-7 ,499
Over $15,000
$10,000-12,499 12,500-14,999
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Factory worker
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—
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Mother Father
_Both Other
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21. Do you think that the nursery school experience is valuable? Yes
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understanding or answering any question. Feel free to make any comments.
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HOME DATA
Parents: Living Together Separated
Ages of children living at home: Boys
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.Divorced Widow (er)
Girl:
_No
No
Does wife's or husband's mother live in this residence?
_Yes
Does wife's or husband's father live in this residence? Yes
Residence:
_0wn Home
_Rent Home
_Rent Apt
_Condi^nium
_
Number of cars in the family
. Years of car(s)
Number of TV's i" the tome: Color Black/White
_Jtonr~
Family gross income:
_under $5,000 $3,000-4,999 $5,000-7,499
—$7,500-9,999
—$10,000-12,499 $12,500-14,999 Over $15,000
Husband's occupation indicate with "H" and wife's occupation with "W"
—
At home —Factory worker
_0ffice worker
_Self-employed
_Sales
—Bus. Exec. —Civil Svc/Gvt Educator Health/Medical Engineer
Trade/Technical Other
Indicate magazines subscribed to with "S" and read regularly with
Parent's Magazine'- PTA Magazine U.S. News & World Report
—
_Good Housekeeping
___Life Readers Digest"
Changing limes Newsweek Saturday Review
Other Other Other
n tdtd u
1—». i •
111 .
12 .
13.
14 .
13.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20
.
Check newspapers read regularly:
Htfd Courant Daily Sunday Wall Street Journal
Htfd Times Daily Sunday Springfield Daily Sunday
New York Times Sunday Other
Check any of the following available in the home:
Adult encyclopedia Child encyclopedia Dictionary
Adult Book Club Child Book Club Other
Sex of child who is in kindergarten now: Boy Girl
a. Did this child attend nursery school? Yes No
b. If "yes" name of nursery
c. Type of program: All Day Half Day 2 days 3 days _5 days
d. What was the most important reason for choosing this school?
If question 14 was "no" give the most important reason for not en-
rolling your child
V/as this child read to regularly during his pre-school years? __Yes _Nc
As a pre-schcoler
,
did this child like to watch TV? Yes No
Who made the decision to enroll or not enroll this child in nursery?
Wife Husband Both Other
Is there a child in your family in nursery this year? Yes No
What three factors decided for or against enrolling child in nursery?
Peel free to make any additional comments on the reverse side,
a
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APPENDIX III
108Dear Kindergarten Parent:
of a well-rounded and effective qf 3 f P e _. i Part
asking questions about how°£l? to go a“i?!" temS are
garten^duoatio^availabl^to
6
^?! f
ince th?n to make pre-kinder-
mandatory programs (In California
cllaldren voluntary programs to
the 12th (Trade hf ai - i f l ’ l1: ls belnS recommended that
b^ad^ed a^d
a
requi^fSf^l^iS3Ll Pre
-klnder6arten
However, every plan proposed thus far has comnletpiv f a -n 0/qto ask parents about their thinking and Selings? P®is ?n llittof the fact that pre-school education "has never cauSht on ?nthis country; ' and, less than Q% of pre
-kindergarten child rpnattend any type of pre-school program/
Kl a S e
tk
„. Therefore, in order to give parents an opportunity to exDress
»« tS SS,ScSSS“°" “,h *
The questionnaires which are attached have been completedby parents in other communities and the response has beenextremelv
returned
.
the c00peratlon has resulted in 85# of the forms being
As you will see from the forms, NO NAMES or other identityis required In addition, if any question is too personal or ifhe answer to a particular question may reveal an identity, eitherleave^it blank
^
or answer it in a more general way. The averagetime to complete the questionnaire is only 12 minuteiTI
““
The results, which will take about 3 months to analyze, willbe made available to the cooperating schools and towns.
4
Your cooperation will be greatly appreciated.
PLEASE RETURN THE QUESTIONNAIRES SEALED IN THE ENCLOSED ENVFTOPFTO YOUR CHILD'S TEACHER NO LATER THAN FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 18
Armand A. Fusco
Doctoral Candidate
University of Massachusetts
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appendix IV
WINDSOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Windsor, Connecticut no
F ebruary 14, 1972
TO: Parents of Kindergarten Children
Windsor Public Schools
Dear Parents,
During the last two sessions of Congress thero k u-h .
to provide Nursery and Pre-School Day Care Services to chUd i
mt'°duced
United States. These bills have been extensive [n „atu I ndtn bo h"^becoming a law by a narrow margin. years mlS3e
been answered"
manV qUeSti °nS reUted ‘° theS6 *at have never
n- • •
Windsor School Administration has been approached by the ResearchDtvtston of the University of Massachusetts to participate in a project underirection o. one of their Doctoral candidate students. We have agreed todistribute these through the Kindergarten classes. §
You will find enclosed:
An introductory letter
Three questionaires
:
One for the mother
One for the father
One about pre-school education
A return envelope
Participation is voluntary on your part. The completed forms should beplaced in the enclosed envelope and sealed. Return them to your child's school.
The sealed envelopes will be sent directly to the University of Massachusetl
where the information will be collated. The University has agreed to share the
final information with Windsor Public Schools. This information should help
in making long range plans.
*
Do not put your name on any of the questionaires.
Your participation will be appreciated by the University of Massachusetts.
Sincerely,
George E. LeRoy
Director of Elementary Education
GELrmsm
enclosures
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